CITY OF ITHACA
108 E. Green St. — Third Floor Ithaca, NY 14850-5690
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING, BUILDING, ZONING, & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
Division of Planning & Economic Development
Telephone: Planning & Development – 607-274-6550
E-Mail: dgrunder@cityofithaca.org

Community Development/IURA – 607-274-6559
If you have a disability & would like specific
accommodation to participate,

please contact City Clerk at 274‐6570 by
12:00 p.m., the day before the meeting.

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT BOARD
NOTICE OF SPECIAL MEETING & AGENDA
A Special Meeting of the PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT BOARD will be held at 6:00 p.m. on Tuesday, AUGUST 30, 2016
in COMMON COUNCIL CHAMBERS , City Hall, 108 E. Green Street, Ithaca, NY.
AGENDA ITEM

Start Time

1.

Agenda Review

6:00

2.

Chain Works District Redevelopment Project — Draft Generic Environmental Impact
Statement (DGEIS)

6:01

A.

B.
3.

4.

Review Comments Response Summary: Three Topic Areas
1. Site Program
2. SEQR
3. Zoning
Next Steps & Future Special Meeting Schedule
(Potential Dates: 9/13, 9/20, 10/4, & 10/18)

Site Plan Review
A. Project:
Location:
Applicant:
Actions:

7:30
Carey Building Renovations & Addition
314‐320 E. State St./M.L.K., Jr. St.
Carey Building Associates
 Review of Site Plan Approval Conditions

Adjournment

8:00
ACCESSING ONLINE PROJECT MATERIALS

Chain Works District Project document submissions can be found on the official project web site at https://chainworksdistrict.com/submissions, or the City’s project
web site at http://www.cityofithaca.org/514/Chain‐Works‐District‐Redevelopment‐Proje.
Site Plan Review & Subdivision Applications (and Related Documents) — Site Plan Review application documents are accessible electronically via the “Document
Center” on the City web site (www.cityofithaca.org/DocumentCenter), under “Planning & Development” > “Site Plan Review Project Applications,” and in the relevant
year/month folder. Subdivision application materials can be similarly located, but in the “Subdivision Applications” folder. Zoning Appeal Materials are also
accessible electronically via the “Document Center” on the City web site, under “Board of Zoning Appeals."
Agenda — You may access this agenda (including attachments) by going to the “Agenda Center” on the City web site (www.cityofithaca.org/agendacenter), under
“Planning & Development Board.” For ease‐of‐access, a link to the most recent Planning Board agenda is always accessible on the Planning Board home page:
http://www.cityofithaca.org/354/Planning‐Development‐Board.
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CHAIN WORKS DISTRICT
DGEIS COMMENT MATRIX
Comment
Complete

Comment Category

Site Program

Site Program

Site Program

Comment
Subcategory

Comment

LEED ND

About half of the proposed housing units are not in compact mixed use
neighborhoods- which is the projects overriding aim. This really feels
like two projects: one compact mixed use- live/work/pay and one more
suburban. So- are you applying for LEED ND for all the site- or just the
part that is compact mixed use development?

LEED ND

You describe CW-2 as a compact dense urban environment – can you
describe how this layout meets that definition?

LEED ND

Chapter 1: Introduction, Page 1-2:The applicant should consider taking
a holistic approach to LEED ND certification, focusing on obtaining the
LEED ND credits that have the greatest environmental, economic,
and/or social benefits, and implementing design elements which
reduce greenhouse gas emissions and meet the relevant Town of
Ithaca Comprehensive Plan goals. The applicant should be aware that
LEED ND credit weighting is not necessarily an indicator of the
greatest environmental, economic, or social benefit specific to the Site.

Comment
Summary No.

Summary of Comment

1

Project feels like two separate projects, one
mixed-use and one suburban. Define the
LEED ND Boundary and explain how the
project meets LEED ND Standards.

Commenter
Comment ID Sub.
ID

1

1V

Y

Rel

Y

Relevant
DGEIS

Response to Comment

2.5

LEED ND can only be applied to whole parcels. Different parts of the development vary in density
and mix but all are compact and have close proximity to live/work/play amenities. Accordingly, the
entire Site will be classified as LEED ND. The reason that portions of the Project seem suburban or
undeveloped is that large portions of the Site exceed 20% slopes, which makes these areas
unsuitable for development.

2

Explain how CW2 meets LEED ND
standards and is a compact dense urban
development.

1

1W

Y

Y

2.5

3

The Project Sponsor should consider taking
a holistic approach to LEED ND
certification, focusing on obtaining the
LEED ND credits that have the greatest
environment, economic and social benefits
to meet relevant Comprehensive Plan goals
for the City and Town.

18

18A

Y

Y

2.5

Notes

The Design Standards describe CW2 as "primarily residential buildings. They may have a wide
range of building types including detached single family, multi-family, and rowhouses. Setbacks and
landscaping are variable. Streets with curbs and sidewalks define medium-sized blocks." The
proposed layout includes mostly townhouses and the smallest blocks possible with the most
connectivity possible given site constraints. This design is a significantly more compact and urban
residential form than any development that currently exists in the Town and it is walkable/bike-able
to major employment and educational amenities within and adjacent to the development, which
makes this a compact dense urban environment.
The Project Sponsor is seeking LEED ND: Plan certification as required by the NYSERDA Category
3 grant award and is the basis for the Conceptual Site Layout Plan development. The LEED Rating
System is a voluntary, consensus driven, internationally-recognized green building certification
system developed by the US Green Building Council, providing third-party verification that a building
or community was designed and built using strategies aimed at improving performance across
metrics such as energy savings, water efficiency, greenhouse gas emissions reduction, improved
indoor environmental quality, and resource stewardship. The point allocation process employed by
the LEED Rating System serves as a method for producing a simplified guide for project teams to
navigate complex and competing issues.
In LEED v4, the allocation of points among credits is based on the potential environmental impacts
and human benefits of each credit with respect to a set of impact categories. A combination of
approaches, including energy modeling, life-cycle assessment, and transportation analysis, is used
to quantify each type of impact. LEED v4 builds on the analytical framework of LEED 2009, which
was based on the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s TRACI3 environmental impact categories
as the basis for weighting each credit. TRACI was developed to assist with impact evaluation for lifecycle assessment, industrial ecology, process design, and pollution prevention. Further details on
the LEED v4 credit weighting process are available from the US Green Building Council publication
“LEED v4 Impact Category and Point Allocation Development Process,” located at:
http://www.usgbc.org/sites/default/files/LEED%20v4%20Impact%20Category%20and%20Point%20
Allocation%20Process_Overview_0.pdf.
The LEED for Neighborhood Development v4 rating system is designed primarily for the planning
and development of new green neighborhoods, whether infill sites or new developments proximate
to diverse uses or adjacent to connected and previously developed land. Thus, this LEED rating
system was selected for this Project for its specific prerequisites and credit categories related to
redevelopment of aging brownfield sites into revitalized neighborhoods by rewarding connections
beyond the site, walkable streets within the site, and the adaptive reuse of historic buildings and
structures. Unlike other LEED rating systems, which focus primarily on green building practices and
offer only a few credits for site selection and design, LEED for Neighborhood Development places
emphasis on the site selection, design, and construction elements that bring buildings and
infrastructure together into a neighborhood and relate the neighborhood to its landscape as well as
its local and regional context. To achieve LEED ND v4 Plan certification, this Project must document
compliance with all prerequisites and a sufficient number of credit requirements

Site Program

Site Program

Last Revised: 8/23/2016

LEED ND

The applicant should strongly consider exceeding the LEED ND credit
requirements because some Site characteristics which contribute to
LEED credits are endemic to the Site location. For example, in the
Smart Location & Linkage category, credits earned for “Brownfield
Remediation” and “Housing and Jobs Proximity” are automatically
earned because of the Site location and history.

LEED ND

Key LEED ND credits which the applicant should strongly consider:
Smart Location & Linkage-Access to Quality Transit, Bicycle Facilities,
Site Design for Habitat or Wetland and Water Body Conservation;
Neighborhood Pattern & Design- Housing Types and Affordability,
Reduced Parking Footprint, Transit Facilities, Transportation Demand
Management, Access to Civic & Public Space, Community Outreach
and Involvement; Green Infrastructure & Buildings- Certified Green
Buildings, Optimize Building Performance, Indoor Water Use
Reduction, Outdoor Water Use Reduction, Solar Orientation,
Renewable Energy Production, District Heating and Cooling,
Infrastructure Energy Efficiency, Light Pollution Reduction

4

The applicant should strongly consider
exceeding the LEED ND credit
requirements because some Site
characteristics which contribute to LEED
credits are endemic to the Site location.

18

18B

N

Y

2.5

This comment is acknowledged. The LEED for Neighborhood Development rating system was
specifically selected for its prerequisites and credit categories related to redevelopment of aging
brownfield sites into revitalized neighborhoods by rewarding connections beyond the site, walkable
streets within the Site, and the adaptive reuse of historic buildings and structures. Site selection is a
core attribute of the LEED for Neighborhood Development rating system because where
development happens is important. Preference is given to locations close to existing town and city
centers with existing utilities, roads, and other infrastructure in place, sites with good transit access,
infill sites, previously developed sites, and sites adjacent to existing development. The Project
meets each of these LEED ND fundamentals. With this location efficiency the benefits are
multiplicative and reinforcing: convenient transportation choices, such as buses, car sharing, bicycle
lanes, and sidewalks, are generally available near downtowns, which are also the locations
associated with shorter automobile trips. It is important to note that exceeding LEED for
Neighborhood Development credit requirements may also exceed DGEIS impact thresholds in some
credit categories.

4

Same.

18

18C

Y

Y

2.5

Same as 4.
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Comment
Complete

Comment Category

Site Program

Site Program

Site Program

Site Program

Last Revised: 8/23/2016

Comment
Subcategory

LEED ND

Comment
*(The following section was presented as a table in the actual letter.
Each set of [ ] contains the info as it would be read across the rows.
The following is an example of how the info is laid out in the brackets
in the order of the column titles [ ]: [LEED Certification Standard,
LEED Version 4.0 Credit Threshold, Suggested Credit Threshold] )
Here is the comment ->
Excluding the following credits, the
applicant should consider meeting the following minimums for LEED
certification: table info: [Certified, 40-49, 60-69] [Silver, 50-59, 70-79]
[Gold, 60-79, 80-99] [Platinum, 80+, 100+]
Excluded CreditsSite Requirements: Preferred Locations – 10 credits, Brownfield
Remediation – 2 credits, Housing and Jobs Proximity – 3 credits,
Visitability and Universal Design – 1 credits, Innovation – 5 credits,
Regional Priority Credit Defined – 4 credits

Comment
Summary No.

Summary of Comment

Commenter
Comment ID Sub.
ID

Y

2.5

Same as 4.

2.5

The design goal is to reduce energy use over regional average (assumes conventional energy to be
natural gas and grid electricity) for building type by 70% (Architecture 2030) and consumption per
finished 1 square foot (the baseline used is 98,000BTU/sq. ft. based on the 2003 U.S. EIA Middle
Atlantic Commercial Building Survey, the most recent available.). The fossil fuel use reduction will
be a combination of energy efficiency and green energy generation. Section 5.8.3 of the DGEIS
includes the estimate of energy usage reduction of up to 53,000 MMBTUs per year. Also, The
Project Sponsor intends to continue to participate in the South Hill Civic Association.

5

The Chain Works District (CWD) has the
potential to become the largest consumer of
fossil fuels on South Hill within the next ten
to fifteen years. For this reason I believe the
CWD developer, Unchained Properties
(UP), should work cooperatively with IC and
other large energy consumers on South Hill
to create a Climate Action Plan (CAP) that
commits all parties to the common goal of
becoming fossil fuel free by 2050 or before.

11

11B

Y

Y

2.5

The Project Sponsor has actively attended SHCA meetings since investigating the feasibility of the
Project. The Project Sponsor intends to continue working with the SHCA on sustainability,
microgrids, energy and other issues of importance for the community as appropriate. The Project
Sponsor intends to incorporate sustainable energy however this Project focuses on the property that
is under control of the Project Sponsor. The CWD cannot commit other parties to a particular
sustainability program.

12

12A

Y

Y

2.5

Same as 6.

Sustainable
Design

In my capacity as the President of the South Hill Civic Association
(SHCA) and a founding member of Ithaca Community Energy (ICE), I
recently encouraged facility management from IC, UP and the South
Hill Business Campus (SHBC) to discuss developing a South Hill
Community Microgrid. Community microgrids have the potential to
seriously reduce fossil fuel consumption because they generated
energy within the community, which is most likely to come from
renewable energy sources. All three parties seemed to be genuinely
interested in pursuing the concept of a South Hill Community
Microgrid. Mitigating climate change should be included in Ithaca's
fGEIS for the Chain Works District if, for no other reason, its sheer
size. One way this could be accomplished is to include in the fGEIS
that monthly meetings be held within the South Hill community to
develop a CAP for South Hill. The SHCA pledges to continue working
with the entire South Hill community on issues related to fossil fuel
reduction and we hope that the fGEIS for the CWD will help us
accomplish our goal.

6

Include in the FGEIS that monthly meetings
be held within the South Hill community to
develop a CAP for South Hill and to discuss
development of a South Hill Community
Microgrid. Community Sustainable Energy
for all of South Hill should be an integral
part of the Chain Works Project.

Sustainable
Design

Since 1974 I have lived on Columbia St--across from The Inn on
Columbia B&B. A private development of this magnitude will
profoundly change my neighborhood. I am strongly advocating that
Community Sustainable Energy for all of South Hill be an integral part
of the Chain Works Project. This would include working with city/town
government to obtain grants and funding; with NYSEG or other non
NYSEG infrastructures and the possibility that some of this community
sustainable energy would be publicly owned. While this private
development project may ease the housing shortage and provide many
mixed use benefits, I want you to seriously consider the impact on the
South Hill neighborhood at large and the benefits that incorporating
community sustainable energy would provide both environmentally and
economically.

6

Summarized in 6.

11

11A

N

Response to Comment

Same.

Sustainable
Design

18D

Relevant
DGEIS

4

In the last sixty years, the largest development project on South Hill
was the relocation of Ithaca College (IC) from downtown Ithaca to its
present location atop South Hill, directly across State Highway 96B
from the proposed Chain Works District project. The relocation of the
IC campus to South Hill happened without the benefit of a draft
Generic Environmental Impact Statement (dGEIS). This should serve
as a good example of why dGEIS documents are important when
assessing the impact large development have on climate change. In
todays climate, fossil fuel consumption is by far the most pressing
issue facing our environment and dGEIS should address this issue
directly. For instance, IC is currently reevaluating its fossil fuel
consumption to correspond with the 2009 Ithaca College Climate
Action Plan (ICCAP), which calls for IC to be fossil fuel free by 2050.
New buildings built today on the IC campus are required to have a
dGEIS and hopefully these documents will be sensitive to the ICCAP.
The Chain Works District (CWD) has the potential to become the
largest consumer of fossil fuels on South Hill within the next ten to
fifteen years. For this reason I believe the CWD developer, Unchained
Properties (UP), should work cooperatively with IC and other large
energy consumers on South Hill to create a Climate Action Plan (CAP)
that commits all parties to the common goal of becoming fossil fuel
free by 2050 or before. I realize this is thinking outside the dGEIS box,
but adding this suggestion to the final Generic Environmental Impact
Statement (fGEIS) for the CWD project might be the incentive needed
to get South Hill stakeholders cooperating to create a community
based CAP for the entire South Hill community.

18

Rel

Y

Y
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Comment
Complete

Comment Category

Site Program

Site Program

Site Program

Site Program

Comment
Subcategory

Comment

Sustainable
Design

2.6.3 Sustainability Denser infill development on a close-in
grayfield/brownfield site has a much lower environmental footprint than
the alternative of low density sprawl on more remote greenfield sites.
The DGEIS doesn’t mention the benefits of redevelopment, versus the
impact from conventional development that would otherwise take place
to satisfy market demand.

Aligns with
Existing Plans

2.6.5 Aligns with City and Town Comprehensive Plans The DGEIS
generally follows many goals and recommendations of the 2014 Town
of Ithaca Comprehensive Plan. However, the DGEIS or proposal does
not address a few other key goals of the Plan that are relevant to a
project of this scale. This includes the following: LU-4-C Ensure that a
variety of housing types and prices are provided that support a broad
range of household types, sizes, lifestyles, life stages, and household
incomes in new neighborhoods.; HN-2 Encourage a balanced blend of
high-quality housing opportunities, including moderately priced housing
to provide a range of prices to accommodate the local workforce.; HN2-A Require developers to provide a certain percentage of residential
development as moderately priced housing adorable (affordable?) to
households in them median income range (80% to 120% of Tompkins
County median household income), and/or consider using density
bonuses and other modifications of development standards … to
encourage developers to create moderately priced housing units.; RE1-F Require new parks and common open space to be amassed into
meaningful, quality spaces. Require parks and common open space
to be contiguous to the maximum extent practicable, and located
where they are visually and functionally part of the public realm. - The
FEIS should describe how Chain Works would help satisfy these goals
and recommendations.

Brain Drain

2.6.4 Attract and retain entrepreneurs The DGEIS claims that Chain
Works will solve “brain drain” by “redevelopment of the Site into a ‘live,
work, play’ urban center”. The reasons for Ithaca’s “brain drain” are
many and nuanced, and go beyond the lack of startup or incubator
space. Even then, the region’s population continues to grow, and its
Census tracts top the nation for educational attainment. Ithaca
remains an aspirational community for those drawn to the environment
of a college town. Stating that “… it is clear that the regional “brain
drain” is a solvable issue with redevelopment of the site”, as if Chain
Works will be a cure-all, seems like an exaggeration of the project’s
potential benefits.

2.6.1 Housing The total Chain Works development will involve over
900 units of housing in an area that is walkable, well served by transit
and very close to employment centers and necessary services.
However, the DGEIS does not say anything about developing any
portion of the 448 units proposed for CW2 and 467 units proposed for
CW3 to be affordable to the median income household. By contrast, in
Section 2.7.2.1, the DGEIS suggests that the project will fill the need
for the “approximately 1,000 moderate to luxury rental units” that were
Low
mentioned in the 2011 Danter Company housing study that was
Income/Student
prepared for the Downtown Ithaca Alliance. Of the new housing units
Housing
at Chain Works, about how many will directly satisfy non-student
community housing needs? How many will directly satisfy the
affordable housing needs for different income levels? This means
units intended for occupancy by the broader general public -- for-sale
units or lease terms that do not follow an academic calendar; rental of
full unfurnished units with no by-the-bedroom leases; conventional
floorplans with no roommate suites; and development or management
by an entity that does not specialize in student housing.

Relevant
DGEIS

Response to Comment

Y

2.5

The environmental benefits are outlined in the DGEIS as indicated by the LEED ND point system.
Additional points are provided for redevelopment/brownfield project sites. Nonetheless, the
comment is acknowledged and the DGEIS lists the benefits of developing the industrial site versus
typical greenfield development by highlighting the inherent benefits. These benefits include, but are
not limited to, preventing sprawl, increasing density near the city center which will reduce traffic
impacts and energy needs by encouraging pedestrian and transit use, insuring that the Site is
utilized to enhance the tax base, and facilitating the environmental remediation of the Site to allow
residential and commercial uses.

Y

Y

2.6

The Project Sponsor will address these additional goals to greatest extent practicable in the Final
GEIS.

N

Y

2.6

Acknowledged.

Commenter
Comment ID Sub.
ID

Comment
Summary No.

Summary of Comment

7

The DGEIS doesn’t mention the benefits of
redevelopment of a former industrial site,
versus the impact from conventional
development on greenfields that would
otherwise take place to satisfy market
demand.

18

18J

Y

8

The DGEIS does not address a few key
goals of the City and Town Comprehensive
Plans that are relevant to a project of this
scale including the provision of a broad
variety of housing types and prices and the
arrangement of open space.

18

18L

9

Ithaca remains an aspirational community
for those drawn to the environment of a
college town. Stating that “… it is clear that
the regional “brain drain” is a solvable issue
with redevelopment of the site” seems like
an exaggeration of the project’s potential
benefits.

18

18K

Rel

Multiple elements found in the DGEIS hint
at purpose-built student housing – which
does not directly satisfy housing demand
among the general public. If student
housing will be a part of Chain Works, the
DGEIS may be exaggerating the project’s
potential impact on “satisfy[ing] a
community need for housing” and “making
housing more affordable”.

Awaiting R+W input.

The SEQR Handbook defines a GEIS as being more general or conceptual in nature. The proposed
project is generalized by impact. This is done by estimating a total number of units with an average
number of bedrooms in an effort to estimate water usage, traffic impacts, community service
demand, etc. This also allows the Applicant to estimate average rentals based on current market
demand. The higher level of rental determination requested by Commenter requires the Applicant to
specify actual residential unit layouts and furnishings that is not part of the scope for a Generic
proposal such as this. Current average market prices for the surrounding area will be provided for
the other unit types.

Of the new housing units at Chain Works,
about how many will directly satisfy nonstudent community housing needs? How
many will directly satisfy the affordable
housing needs for different income levels?

10

Notes

The Project Sponsor proposes that the dwelling units will be market-rate with a great variability in
rent structures depending on the type and location of the unit. There are no plans to provide specific
housing types (i.e. student or low-income housing units) however, through a variety of rental types,
there will be a level of housing affordability accommodating different demographics.
18

18G

Y

Y

2.6

The Project Sponsor does not intend to provide subsidized low-income affordable housing as part of
the Project. The costs associated with redeveloping the Site, such as costs to shepherd the Project
through approvals from two municipalities and an amended Record of Decision from NYSDEC; to
perform extensive environmental investigations of the Site; to comply with implementing a Site
Management Plan during construction and operating and maintaining mitigation systems to prevent
vapor intrusion; and to convert old industrial structures and related infrastructure to allow mixed uses
will be higher than if one were to develop a greenfield. Thus rents will need to be market rate for
this Project to succeed.

Need to renumber.

The Project Sponsor also does not intend to provide a student housing only complex or purposebuilt student housing. However, the housing stock made available through this Project will certainly
create more opportunities and choices for students wishing to live in the area.

Last Revised: 8/23/2016
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Complete

Comment Category
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Comment
Subcategory

Comment

Comment
Summary No.

Summary of Comment

Commenter
Comment ID Sub.
ID

Rel

Relevant
DGEIS

Response to Comment

Notes

Site Program

The DGEIS uses total bedroom count to describe the residential
development, which implies student housing. The DGEIS cites a “2006
Housing Study”, most likely the Tompkins County Affordable Housing
Needs Assessment. That study finds a need for 3,894 new housing
units between 2005 and 2014, and specifically excludes student
households. While HUD may tally 2,034 new units built in that
timeframe, as the DGEIS states, there is no breakdown of how many
units are student-oriented (and not meeting resident demand), or how
they satisfied the housing needs for different income groups.
According to the Housing Strategy for Tompkins County (6-19-2007),
“… a housing strategy for the county should plan for adding at least
4,000 units to the local housing stock over ten years, with at least half
Low
of these units affordable to households making less than 80% of
Income/Student
median income. It needs to be emphasized that this demand does not
Housing
include students …”. Later in the DGEIS, Figure 2.7.6 (Building 24 –
Potential Typical Residential Floor Plan), shows apartment floorplans
with certain traits that are common to purpose-built student housing,
and not usually seen in apartments built for general occupancy. This
includes a symmetrical roommate suite-style plan, bedroom size and
bed-to-bath parity, and the lack of a bathroom directly accessible from
a common hall. These elements further hint at purpose-built student
housing – which does not directly satisfy housing demand among the
general public – being a part of the Chain Works project. If student
housing will be a part of Chain Works, the DGEIS may be
exaggerating the project’s potential impact on “satisfy[ing] a community
need for housing” and “making housing more affordable”.

10

Same as 10.

18

18H

Y

Y

2.6

Same as 10. In addition, through supply and demand, the cost of housing will be lower and thus
more affordable with the Project's additional housing stock in the greater Ithaca market than if it
were not available.

Site Program

In a third case, the scoping requirement to "Discuss the diversity of
housing unit types as well as pricing. This will include an estimate on
the number of units for each housing type and size" is mapped to
DGEIS section 8.3. This section begins with the statement that
"housing types will vary throughout the Site, which will provide a wideLow
range of market rate housing opportunities," but the rest of the piece
Income/Student
gives the impression that there are no actual low-income housing
Housing
opportunities in this project. If there are, these need to be specified,
and if not, that fact should be recognized. We are not presently
convinced that putting low-income housing in this project is necessary
to achieve the goal of addressing gentrification in the city, but the facts
here should be stated more clearly.

10

Same as 10.

18

18BB

Y

Y

2.6

Same as 10.

Repeat of 2I.

Site Program

In a third case, the scoping requirement to "Discuss the diversity of
housing unit types as well as pricing. This will include an estimate on
the number of units for each housing type and size" is mapped to
DGEIS section 8.3. This section begins with the statement that
"housing types will vary throughout the Site, which will provide a widerange of market rate housing opportunities," but the rest of the piece
Residential Uses
gives the impression that there are no actual low-income housing
opportunities in this project. If there are, these need to be specified,
and if not, that fact should be recognized. I am not presently
convinced that putting low-income housing in this project is necessary
to achieve the goal of addressing gentrification in the city, but the facts
here should be stated more clearly.

10

Same as 10.

2

2I

N

N

2.7

Same as 10.

Repeat of 18BB.

Site Program

The applicant was instructed in the Final Scoping Document, Chapter
9: Growth Inducing Aspects and Character of Community, pages 60-61
to include in the DGEIS discussion of a number of specific potential
impacts relating to housing, thus establishing the breadth of
information required (bolding added): 1) Discuss the diversity of
housing unit types as well as pricing. This will include an estimate of
the number of each housing type and size. 2) Evaluate existing market
demand and need with a comparison to the proposed housing portion
of the Project. 3) Discuss the gentrification of urban areas and the
impacts to the City and Town with a concentration on the scale of the
development and tax revenues. Each of the topics above was at least
Residential Uses
mentioned in the DGEIS, Chapter 8: Growth Inducing Aspects and
Character of Community, in either Section 8.3:
Population/Demographics or Section 8.4: Gentrification. However,
given that these two sections together amount to approximately 2
pages in length, it is my opinion that none of the above points have
been adequately addressed in terms of both the depth and type/source
of information presented. Without data drawn from a wider range of
sources that can serve as the basis for a more in-depth analysis of this
complex set of issues, I feel strongly that readers of the DGEIS do not
have adequate information to make informed decisions about these
important components of the environmental analysis.

10

Same as 10.

3

3B-1

2.7

Same as 10.
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Comment Category

Last Revised: 8/23/2016

Comment
Subcategory

Comment

Comment
Summary No.

Summary of Comment

Commenter
Comment ID Sub.
ID

Rel

Relevant
DGEIS

Response to Comment

Site Program

This entire point (Item #1 in 3B) is addressed in just three paragraphs
in Section 8.3. It is stated that the project will include “units averaging
2 bedrooms, with a range from studios to 3 bedrooms” and are
described as being located in “double loaded corridor apartment
buildings”, “loft and penthouse units in the historic buildings” and
“townhouses”. However, there is no attempt made to provide, as
required, the projected number or percentage of the proposed 900+
Residential Uses
residential units that will fall into each of these size and type
categories. The only pricing information presented is for an “average
2 bedroom unit” projected to be “around $2,370” which would “be
affordable for households with a combined income of $94,800”. No
pricing data is projected for the studio, 1 bedroom or 3 bedroom units
nor is there any information provided concerning the expected pricing
differentials across the various housing types.

10

Same as 10.

3

3C

N

Y

2.7

Same as 10.

Site Program

This section mentions the CW2 subarea will have a “variety of housing
types”. These housing types include “point-access”, “townhomes or
Residential Uses double loaded”, and “multi-unit corridor configurations”. These are not
different types of housing, but different forms of access to individual
units in multi-unit buildings. Please correct this.

10

Same as 10.

18

18P-2

Y

Y

2.7

Same as 10.

Character of
Community

The applicant was instructed in the Final Scoping Document, Chapter
9: Growth Inducing Aspects and Character of Community, pages 60-61
to include in the DGEIS discussion of a number of specific potential
impacts relating to housing, thus establishing the breadth of
information required (bolding added): 1) Discuss the diversity of
housing unit types as well as pricing. This will include an estimate of
the number of each housing type and size. 2) Evaluate existing market
demand and need with a comparison to the proposed housing portion
of the Project. 3) Discuss the gentrification of urban areas and the
impacts to the City and Town with a concentration on the scale of the
Housing Market development and tax revenues. Each of the topics above was at least
Study
mentioned in the DGEIS, Chapter 8: Growth Inducing Aspects and
Character of Community, in either Section 8.3:
Population/Demographics or Section 8.4: Gentrification. However,
given that these two sections together amount to approximately 2
pages in length, it is my opinion that none of the above points have
been adequately addressed in terms of both the depth and type/source
of information presented. Without data drawn from a wider range of
sources that can serve as the basis for a more in-depth analysis of this
complex set of issues, I feel strongly that readers of the DGEIS do not
have adequate information to make informed decisions about these
important components of the environmental analysis.

10

Evaluate existing market demand and need
with a comparison to the proposed housing
portion of the Project. (Please Note:
Original Comment split into three parts this
comment summarizes Item 2).

3

3B-2

Y

Y

8.3

As part of the Site Plan process that involves residential uses, the Applicant will consult with the
latest Ithaca oriented housing studies.

Character of
Community

(Item #2 in 3B) Section 8.3 (DGEIS) presents a number of facts and
figures relating to various aspects of the “existing housing market”.
However, this data is not consistent nor cohesive and does not fulfill
the requirement for an “evaluation of existing market demand”. To
begin with, the applicant does not specifically define the geographic
boundaries of the housing market that may be impacted. At various
times the market area is referred to as the “City of Ithaca”, the “Town”
(of Ithaca), “Tompkins County” and the “Ithaca Metropolitan Statistical
Area”. These are, indeed, very different units of geography across a
range of variables. Without a well-defined, agreed upon definition of
what constitutes the physical extent of the existing housing market,
there is no valid basis on which to “evaluate” market demand nor can
Housing Market there be any valid “comparison to the proposed housing portion of the
Project”, both of which are required by the final Scoping Document. In
Study
addition, a robust discussion of this topic would also include the
identification and description of specific consumer markets which the
project is intending to target. Targeting allows for breaking the general
population within the larger housing market into smaller demographic
segments that differ across a number of economic, social and
behavioral dimensions, thus providing a more solid basis on which to
“evaluate existing market demand”. Although there is some vague
mention of targeting (e.g. “a wide spectrum of demographics”, “senior
population”, “market for luxury, upscale and moderate/affordable new
rental units”) none of these are addressed in any depth and there is no
attempt to tie them specifically to “existing market demand and need”
as it relates to the proposed project.

10

Same as 10.

3

3D

N

N

8.3

Same as 10.

Notes

Need to renumber.
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CHAIN WORKS DISTRICT
DGEIS COMMENT MATRIX
Comment
Complete

Summary of Comment

Site Program

2.7.2.1 Residential This section makes statements about the 2012
Downtown Housing Strategy in the City of Ithaca, New York, indicating
that it “projects a shortage of approximately 1,000 moderate-to-luxury
rental units by the year 2016”. In reality, the report actually projects a
demand for 600 to 675 “affordable-moderate” to luxury units in the
extended market area (EMA). When projections include “tax credit”
units, the total five-year demand is 900 to 1,000 units. From page 3-3
of the Downtown Housing Strategy: Luxury units (average monthly rent
$1,750):100-125 total units; Upscale units (average monthly rent
Low
$1,300):200-250 total units; Affordable-moderate units (average
Income/Student monthly rent $850):300 units; Tax credit units (average monthly rent
Housing
$690):300-325 units; Overall support:900-1,000 units
-The
Downtown Housing Strategy specifically leaves out purpose-built
student housing from its projections. While this section brings up the
Downtown Housing Strategy and its findings, it does not state that
Chain Works will help alleviate the region’s housing shortage, and to
what extent – only that the project “offers a great opportunity to
develop a variety of multi-unit rental buildings.” Please describe how
Chain Works will directly satisfy the projected demand for luxury,
upscale, affordable-moderate, and tax credit units, as the Downtown
Housing Strategy report describes.

11

Please describe how Chain Works will
directly satisfy the projected demand for
luxury, upscale, affordable-moderate, and
tax credit units, as the Downtown Housing
Strategy report describes and is referenced
in the DGEIS.

18

18P-1

Site Program

Wow, kind of hard to go after Walter. I've been looking at this, I'm
Cynthia Brock. I'm a resident of the city and I also serve on the city
council. And I like many of us have been watching this project over
time before Chain Works came forward and even the possibilities. And
like many of us here I see this as an opportunity to try to achieve the
Conceptual Site
types of clean ups that so far we have had no leverage to facilitate. So
Layout Plan
I'm excited because of that. We have a tool in our hands we didn't
have before and that's a good thing. If we all want to see more
housing, safe housing we want to see a vibrant community and we
want to see every aspect of the city being fully utilized and contributing
to the city. So I come at that from this perspective.

12

The CWD project is an opportunity to
achieve environmental remediation of the
site.

8

8A

Site Program

Figure 2.7-3: Need to see the full extend to cross section BB. Also
Conceptual Site need to see a cross section from Aurora to Turner showing relationship
Layout Plan
to existing development adjacent to the site. Also need visualization
from Turner and Hillview Pl.

Site Program

Site Program

Site Program
Site Program

Site Program

Last Revised: 8/23/2016

Comment
Subcategory

Comment

CW-3 describes a mixed use program cluster at the entrances of
Conceptual Site
driveways I & II - this appears to be all residential on the layout plans.
Layout Plan
Please explain this.
In terms of uses, the last paragraph on page 2-20 starts with “this Sub
Area restricts development to residential and limited commercial uses.”
Conceptual Site
Are commercial uses proposed for CW2 as well as residential uses? If
Layout Plan
so, what percentage will be commercial and what percentage will be
residential?
Conceptual Site
Does the BB Section conform to the conceptual Grading Plan?
Layout Plan
Phase 1 includes a new road section connecting parking lots 7b & 7c.
Conceptual Site
This is not mentioned in the project description – need to include
Layout Plan
additional impervious surface.
We are glad to see that the developer is preserving CW-1. We
recommend the same designation be applied to CW-2. On May 18,
2016, we attended a dedication and tour of Cornell Plantations’ Fisher
Old-Growth Forest and Natural Area south of Rt. 13 in Newfield. We
strolled through shrubland, young forest and old-growth. The
transitions were dramatic and easy to see and understand. A great
deal of change to the vegetation and fauna has occurred to our 2.5
acres over the past 36 years that is somewhat reflective of the tour.
There are still some Ailanthus, but nearly all the Multiflora Rose is
gone and the honeysuckle is greatly diminished, and many of the
Conceptual Site smaller species of native plants are also gone. Disease seems to
Layout Plan
have greatly diminished many of the hardwoods. Garlic Mustard is
everywhere. Deer have always been present, but now they are clearly
over populated. Three were hunted and died in our yard. Only one
was successfully harvested, but the hunter left the organs for us to
deal with. Northern White Cedar planted as a green fence thrived for
20 years and then one winter the deer stripped the lower 5’ of
branches. A couple of weeks ago we counted 10 does browsing the
tender shoots on the hillside. CW-2 may not contain the most prized
vegetation and fauna generally, but it’s evolving and the dGEIS
identifies significant areas of more valuable trees to be potentially
sacrificed.

Rel

Relevant
DGEIS

Y

Y

2.6

N

Y

2.7

Commenter
Comment ID Sub.
ID

Comment
Summary No.

Comment Category

Response to Comment

Acknowledged.

The DGEIS has been revised to extend cross section B-B and include a new cross section from
South Aurora Street to Turner Place. The view of the Proposal from this location will remain
unchanged. The view from Turner Place and Hillview Place toward the Chain Works District is
added to the DGEIS.

13

Same.

1

1R

Y

Y

2.7

14

Same.

1

1Y

Y

Y

2.7

The CW3 program will allow mixed uses. For the purposes of the analysis, the Conceptual Site
Layout Plan for the entrances are residential.

14

Clarify if commercial uses will be allowed in
the CW2 Sub Area and what percentage
will be residential versus commercial.

18

18N-2

Y

Y

2.7

Commercial uses will be allowed in the CW2 but is estimated to be minor. The Conceptual Site
Layout Plan does not depict any commercial uses in the CW2. The actual amount will be
determined during the individual Site Plan process but will not exceed the 184,350 sf for the entire
Project as outlined in Table 2.7-1.

15

Same.

1

1AB

Y

Y

2.7

Yes.

16

Same.

1

1AD

Y

Y

2.7

This comment was received during adequacy review. The new road section was addressed in the
published DGEIS.

17

There is an abundance of native species in
the CW2 Sub Area, therefore it should
remain in a native state similar to CW1.

2.7

The development of the CW2 Sub Area is a key component of the CWD and cannot remain in its
native state. The potential impacts of the development of the CW2 have been thoroughly reviewed
within the DGEIS. It should also be noted that a boundary will be delineated for each individual
project as part of Site Plan. Site Plan approvals will require a vegetation survey of the individual
project boundaries.

14

14D-1

Y

Y

Notes

Need to renumber.
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Comment
Complete

Comment Category

Comment

Comment
Summary No.

Summary of Comment

Commenter
Comment ID Sub.
ID

Rel

Relevant
DGEIS

Response to Comment

Site Program

It also makes no assessment of its value as a carbon repository and
green space. The birds that nest there may not be threatened, but we
know that the Catbirds will sing their jazz calls happily until it evolves to
Conceptual Site something different or is destroyed by development. We recommend
Layout Plan
that the carbon impact of CW-2 development versus remaining wild be
evaluated in the FEIS. Further, we recommend that a triple bottom line
evaluation of all significant projects be undertaken for their economic,
social and environmental impacts in our greater community.

Site Program

2.7.1 CW1: Natural Sub Area This section states that the applicant “is
willing to consider mechanisms such as appropriate deed restrictions,
or conservation easements to memorialize this conservation zone.”
Conceptual Site
The Town of Ithaca encourages exploring deed restrictions or
Layout Plan
conservation easements to promote the permanent conservation of
land where possible. This strategy should work in conjunction with the
proposed PUD/PDZ language related to the Chain Works project.

19

The Town of Ithaca PB encourages
exploring deed restrictions or conservation
easements to promote the permanent
conservation of land where possible. This
strategy should work in conjunction with the
proposed PUD/PDZ language related to the
Chain Works project.

Site Program

2.7.2 CW2: Neighborhood General Sub Area Table 2.1.1
(Development Summary by Sub Area) on Page 2-3 of the DGEIS
states that CW2 will have a total development of 568,400 square feet
Conceptual Site (all new buildings). Table 2.7.1 (also labeled Development Summary
Layout Plan
by Sub Area) confirms that number, and also notes that the entire
development in CW2 would be residential. However, the text
description of CW2, found on pages 2-20 and 2-21, indicates different
numbers and uses for CW2.

20

Clarify why the description of CW2 Sub
Area states that the development shall not
exceed 700,000 sf versus the 568,400 sf in
Table 2.1-1.

18

18N-1

Y

Y

2.7

These are two separate numbers in the DGEIS; the first (700,000 sf) is a threshold for the maximum
development of the CW2 Sub Area and the second (568,400 sf) is the amount of Gross Floor Area
depicted in the Conceptual Site Layout Plan.

Site Program

In terms of numbers, the third line in that paragraph states “the total
area of all buildings within this Sub Area would not exceed 700,000
square feet.” On page 2-21, the top paragraph goes on to explain that
“the total gross square footage footprint of residential development in
CW2 will not exceed 177,000 gross square feet” and that “639,475
Conceptual Site
gross square feet in CW2 are designated residential for the purposes
Layout Plan
of the analyzing the environmental impacts in the DGEIS.” Should
we assume that the 568,400 square foot “total development” refers to
building footprint and the 700,000/639,475/177,000 gross square foot
“total gross square footage footprint” refers to floor area? Please
clarify.

20

Same as 20.

18

18N-3

Y

Y

2.7

Same as 20.

Site Program

Also, please clarify if the floor area numbers provided refer to the 4story scenario or the 6-story scenario (noted at the bottom of page 2Conceptual Site
20). Finally, if 177,000 gross square feet will be the maximum
Layout Plan
residential area proposed for CW2 (“will not exceed…”), then why
analyze an additional 639,475 gross square feet for that area?

21

If 177,000 sf is the maximum residential
area proposed for CW2 then why analyze
and additional 639,475 sf? Clarify if the floor
area numbers refer to the 4 or 6-story
scenario.

18

18N-4

Y

Y

2.7

The total gross size of the footprint is 177,000 sf depicted on the Conceptual Site Layout Plan. This
is not to be confused with the total GFA which is greater since there are multiple floors. The
rationale for including footprint in the DGEIS is that it is one variable utilized in analyses such as
stormwater impacts. The floor area numbers refer to the stories that are dedicated to the occupied
use and do not include the stories dedicated to structured parking.

Site Program

On Page 2-21, Section A-A of Figure 2-7.3: Section through CW2 and
CW3 Sub Areas – this drawing is misleading to the reader, showing
Conceptual Site only buildings in CW2 that are 3-stories tall (two of them with
Layout Plan
underground parking), where the proposal is really for “a maximum of 4
stories for building heights exposed to NYS Route 96B,” with “up to two
additional stories allowed below the uphill grades first story.”

22

Figure 2.7-3: Section through CW2 (Section
A-A) is misleading showing only buildings in
the CW2 that are 3-stories tall versus the
allowable 4-stories with the up to two
additional stories allowed below the uphill
grade first story.

18

18O-1

Y

Y

2.7

Acknowledged. Figure 2.7-3 of the DGEIS is updated to depict additional stories.

Site Program

All CW2 related tables and numbers should be revised to indicate the
Conceptual Site most accurate information about the uses, building
Layout Plan
areas/footprints/floor areas and accurate visual representations of
building stories and heights.

23

All CW2 related tables and numbers should
be revised to indicate the most accurate
bulk and density information.

18

18O

Y

Y

2.7

Table 2.7-1 of the DGEIS provides a summary of the development within each Sub Area based on
the Conceptual Site Layout Plan. This is a conceptual number only and is subject to change. The
information in the table will be updated as necessary to accurately reflect the individual Site Plans
proposed for approval.

Site Program

In general, building stories need to have a “not-to-exceed height” (floor
to ceiling) noted for all Sub Areas, not just the CW3 (more comments
Conceptual Site
related to CW3 below). As stated in our comments related to
Layout Plan
Adequacy, we maintain that the proposed heights of “4 stories plus 2
additional stories on the downhill side in CW2” is excessive.

24

Buildings stories need to have a "not-toexceed height" for all Sub Areas. 4 Stories
plus 2 additional stories on the downhill side
in CW2 is excessive.

18

18O

Y

Y

2.7

The specific bulk and density requirements will be included in the City PUD and Town PDZ.

Parking

2.7.3.2. Commercial This section states Buildings 17 and 18 will be
converted to about 10,400 ft² of restaurant/café and event café space.
However, Table 5.7-4 (Project Generated Trips) uses 7,200 ft² as the
basis for restaurant trip generation. Which information is correct?

25

Same.

18

18R

Y

Y

2.7

Trip generation does not include structured parking in the GFA.

Parking

2.7.3.5 Parking There are some confusing numbers for parking spaces
on page 2-23. The second paragraph indicates that there will be an
increase of 450-475 parking spaces from the “current 875 spaces.”
But the last paragraph in the section notes that there will be a “total of
675 parking spaces in CW3.” Please clarify or correct if this is a typo.

26

Same.

18

18T

Y

Y

2.7

The description of the entire site parking is an increase of 450-475 spaces from the current 875
spaces for a total of approximately 1,325. Of which, there will be a total of 675 spaces located within
the CW3.

Site Program

Parking

Some areas of the site plan are labeled with the total number of
parking spaces. Please label all parking areas with total spaces per
area for ease of review and provide analysis to verify that sufficient
parking will exist for all land uses without need for long walking
distances.

27

Please label all parking areas on the
Conceptual Site Layout Plan with total
number of parking spaces.

21

21M

Y

Y

2.7

Acknowledged. A new figure will be developed depicting parking areas with counts including
structure parking.

Site Program

Phase 1 Site
Plan

Alignment of Gateway Trail should appear on Phase 1 Site Plans

28

Same.

1

1AC

Y

Y

2.7

Acknowledged.

Site Program

Site Program

Last Revised: 8/23/2016

Comment
Subcategory

18

The carbon impact of developing the CW2
should be analyzed.

14

14D-2

Y

Y

2.7

The analysis of the carbon impacts was not part of the Scoping Document and accordingly was not
included in the DGEIS however Chapter 9 reviews the effect on the use and conservation of energy
which is a closely related subject. The Project does preserve approximately 23.86 acres of
vegetation in the CW1 Sub Area. The development of 21.17 acres of forest/brush will be a negligible
impact on the overall issue of carbon impact/climate change.

18

18M

Y

Y

2.7

Acknowledged. The Project Sponsor is proposing to preserver the CW1 (23.86 acres) Sub Area
allowing those uses consistent with passive recreation to benefit the community. The related zoning
restrictions within the PUD/PDZ are sufficient to accomplish that Project goal.

Notes
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CHAIN WORKS DISTRICT
DGEIS COMMENT MATRIX
Comment
Complete

Comment Category
Site Program

Phase 1 Site
Plan

Site Program

Phasing

Site Program

Project
Population

Comment
A site plan should be provided illustrating what portion of the internal
site circulation path and site access points will be developed with
Phase 1 of development.
2.1.1 Project Phasing The applicant has indicated that the actual
phasing of the project may not follow the phasing noted in the DGEIS
(e.g., Phase IV may be developed before Phase I). Any changing of
phasing related to the project may require the submission of a
supplemental EIS. This should be added to the Threshold chart found
on page 10-2 in Chapter 10.
When I first started thinking about looking at the DGEIS, I wanted to
look at the little tiny details that we typically look at when we talk about
planning. We think about population and traffic and zoning and so
forth. In terms of that I do believe that the DGEIS does not go far
enough in analyzing the population impacts for the residents there. It
uses an analysis of two people per dwelling unit. But it does no -- it
does provide no breakdown at all in terms of what the age of that
population might be. And if you don't know the age of that population,
therefore it doesn't project what kind of impact on the community it
might have.

Comment
Summary No.

Summary of Comment

Commenter
Comment ID Sub.
ID
21

21X

Y

Rel

Relevant
DGEIS

Y

2.7

Acknowledged

Response to Comment

29

Same.

30

Changes to the Phasing sequence may
require the submission of a supplemental
EIS.

18

18E

Y

Y

2.7

The DGEIS states that the Phasing is not sequential and is presented only as a means of identifying
sections of the development. The DGEIS emphasizes long term over short-term impacts as
recommended in the NYSDEC SEQR Handbook. Since the DGEIS established cumulative
thresholds for the entire Conceptual Site Layout Plan, changes to the phasing sequence alone
would not require a Supplemental EIS.

31

The population of the CWD should be
broken down by age.

8

8B

Y

Y

2.7

As indicated in Chapter 5 of the SEQR Handbook, a GEIS is used to address broad planning
questions. A Supplement EIS would be triggered if a significant adverse impact was not addressed.
The further breakdown by age group beyond that currently presented is not useful nor helpful toward
weighing the benefits of the Project against its potential significant adverse impacts.

Notes

Rutgers University put out a report based on New York census data
that says in housing complexes of more than five units for rent, a two
bedroom generally houses 2.5 people and then it breaks down the
distribution, how many are preschool age, how many are primary
school age, how many 18 to 25, 25 to 45 and so on so you can come
up with an idea of what your community will be and their needs. Based
on that and the projected 1,830 bedrooms. Instead of a population of
18,030 -- actually no, I guess you would put one, instead of a
population of 18,030, it would create a population of 2,300 individuals
just about of which about 460 would be in primary school, 230 would
be 18 to 24, 970 25 to 44, 311 between 45 and 64. 72 in the ages of
65 to 74. And 109 individuals age 75 or older. That helps us inform
when we think about recreational resources.

31

A Rutgers University report based on NY
Census data projects populations with age
breakdowns and can inform population
estimates.

8

8C

Y

Y

2.7

The citing of the Rutger's study is acknowledged however the purpose of the GEIS is to address
broad planning questions. Therefore, the DGEIS utilizes an overall average of 2 bedrooms per unit
and an estimate of 50 school (K-12) aged children based upon the Project Sponsor's projections.
The Rutgers University report cited by the Commenter generalizes on a overall city scale and was
Need to renumber.
not utilized in the development of the DGEIS. The actual development through the multiple Phases
will be reviewed with the estimates presented in the DGEIS. Should thresholds based upon those
projections be exceeded during the phased development (approximately 10 year) of the Project, the
need for a Supplemental EIS will be evaluated by the relevant Lead Agency.

(cont’d)…nor is any analysis given of the age distribution of residents.
The document is silent on estimates of new elementary, middle or high
school aged residents or their impacts on the existing educational or
recreational resources. Rutgers University Center for Urban Policy
Research published the Residential Demographic Multiplier, Estimates
of the Occupants of New Housing, 2006 to provide a foundation for
estimating occupant demographics of new housing based on NY
Housing Market
census data4. It breaks down housing population and ages based on
Study
unit type -- rent or own, detached or multi-family, # of bedrooms, and
rent. Population and age breakdown for all multifamily 2-bedroom
rental units are higher than for similar units at the top of the rental
bracket (assuming that $2,370 in 2016 has an approximate value of
$1,970 in 2006 when adjusted for inflation). Please see the analysis of
estimated population and ages below, first for all rents, and then for
rents exceeding $1,100 in 2006 dollars. (table)

31

Same as 31.

8

8M

Y

Y

8.3

Same as 31.

31

Same as 31.

8

8P

Y

Y

5.11

Same as 31.

Site Program

So first I think it's really important for me as a neighbor, I live at 333
Spencer Road in the City of Ithaca. I share a 410 foot property line
with this project. One of the streams that runs through the project
passes through our property, so things flow downhill. I think it's really
important to say I think this is a great idea to redevelop this former
Redevelopment
industrial site into a mixed use property. One of the things I'm a little
of Existing
troubled about is the emphasis on new development outside the actual
Buildings
previously developed area and in particular the development to the
south of the site that's currently wild. What I would like to know is if the
emphasis of approvals is on the new outside the existing footprint of
the buildings areas, what guarantee do we have as a community that
the former industrial site will ever be developed?

32

There is too much emphasis on new
development in the CW2 Sub Area and not
enough on redevelopment of existing
buildings.

5

5A

Y

Y

2.7

The DGEIS evaluates the general development of the Site as a whole as recommended in the
SEQR Handbook. As per Table 2.1-1, the redevelopment of the existing buildings accounts for
815,450 sf or approximately 48% of the Project Sponsor's proposed maximum development of the
Site. Therefore, development of both the new construction and existing buildings is planned.

Site Program

But my principle concern is that the new portions would get developed
and the existing structures would never get developed because we're
Redevelopment talking about a huge sum of money here. And I believe your site plan
and proposal emphasizes return on investment, which I don't have a
of Existing
problem with, but I would like to see the emphasis put on the existing
Buildings
structures as first steps and good indication of the ultimate
development being responsible.

32

Same as 32.

5

5D

Y

Y

2.7

Same as 32.

Site Program

Growth Inducing
Aspects

Community Services

Last Revised: 8/23/2016

Comment
Subcategory

Project
Population

Educational
Facilities

The addition of ~ 46 middle school students would be an 8% increase
over the current population of Boynton, and the addition of ~ 37 high
school students would be a 2.3% increase over the current population
of IHS. The impact on middle and high school resources are
negligible.
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CHAIN WORKS DISTRICT
DGEIS COMMENT MATRIX
Comment
Complete

Comment Category

Comment

Site Program

5.1.2.1 Response to the Goals of the City and Town Comprehensive
Residential Uses Plans - To what extent will Chain Works accommodate family-friendly
housing and amenities?

Site Program

Residentially diverse: Successful neighborhoods accommodate a
diversity of residents at various stages of life. The proposed
redevelopment does propose to do this. The proposal seems to
Residential Uses include only rental housing and within a fairly narrow range of rents,
and does not explicitly provide a mix of housing suitable for seniors,
families, and others - all of which lead to a more dynamic and more
attractive place to live.

Site Program

Site Program

Site Program

Site Program

Site Program

Site Program

Last Revised: 8/23/2016

Comment
Subcategory

Comment
Summary No.

Summary of Comment

33

Describe how CWD provides family-friendly
housing and amenities.

34

The project should provide a mix of housing
suitable for seniors, families, and others at
various stages of life.

Commenter
Comment ID Sub.
ID

18

17

18Y

17F

Y

Y

Rel

Y

Y

Relevant
DGEIS

Response to Comment

2.7

2.7

According to the Project Sponsor, the majority of the units will be typical rental units with the
potential of some of the townhouse units for sale in the CW2 Sub Area. The Project does not
specifically target senior housing as that demographic is not part of the housing development’s
program. The CWD will be able to provide a variety of units, many of which will be suitable for
families.

35

An active, engaging and safe public realm
is central to a successful neighborhood.
Site redevelopment standards that
incorporate sidewalks, public gathering
spaces, structures, etc. in the public realm
of the new neighborhood should be
incorporated in the proposed PUD zone.

17

17E

Y

Y

2.7

The Conceptual Site Layout Plan includes several areas of public gathering spaces designated
throughout the site with illustrative images demonstrating the intent. Thoroughfare standards define
the public rights of way with emphasis on the pedestrian experience. Detailed public amenities will
be developed as part of individual site plans for specific projects as they are proposed. The Planning
Board will have the ability to review and advise on any proposed design and development of the
public spaces as they are submitted overtime in lieu of including specific design standards. The
GEIS evaluates the general development of the Site as a whole as outlined in the SEQR Handbook.
Within the existing Chain Works District core structures there is approximately +/-1.7 acres
(74,100sf) of dedicated open outdoor space and connections (including the Gantry Garden,
Annealing Courtyard, Assembly Yard and Chain Drive). To the west the existing Buttermilk Falls
State Park Trail will be extended north through the Proposal site and will be accessible to the public.
To the west and to the south there is an additional +/-28.6 acres (1,245,000sf) of wooded area
dedicated to remain as natural landscape for public use. Finally there are miscellaneous green
spaces on the property that will also be available for public use (see attached Figure XXXX). Any
additional dedicated outdoor space will be evaluated and determined on a project, building or usespecific basis through the site planning approval phase and as market-driven needs require.

Site Amenities

Recreation: Although fostering improvements to the Gateway Trail and
access to the South Hill School will allow for an increase in
recreational opportunities for certain segments of the population at
certain times it will likely not satisfy the needs of the diverse, large
population the developer seeks to attract. We recommend the
applicant explore developing recreational amenities, such as
playgrounds and basketball courts, on-site to mitigate potential
adverse public health impacts, create a positive living environment,
and reduce potential impact on the surrounding neighborhoods. Such
facilities could be located so as to help create a focal point for the
neighborhood and be part of the public realm discussed above.

35

Same as 35.

17

17L

Y

Y

2.7

Same as 35.

Site Amenities

Chapter 8: Growth Inducing Aspects and Character of Community There are several areas within Chapter 8 of the DGEIS where there is
missing information. For example: we are told in the “help document”
provided by the applicant that section 8.1 (Community
Character/Urban Form/Visual Impacts) satisfies the requirement to
“Identify amenities provided by the Project for the community including
restaurants, cafes, shops, open space network, circulation
connections, and office spaces,” but in fact that part of the DGEIS says
almost nothing about the specific facilities that are envisioned for this
space. A description that fulfils this requirement would specify
projected locations, functions, floor space, seating capacity, and so on.

35

Same as 35.

18

18AZ

Y

Y

2.7

Same as 35.

Open Space

The DGEIS talks about CW1 as being an open green space, but
makes no mention of recreational resources that would support 480
primary school individuals that would be living on the site or 230, 18 to
24 year olds. What kind of playground, green space, soccer fields. A
population of 2,030 individuals is probably the entire population of the
flats of which we have several parks, several playgrounds and several
community areas and supports and we have replicated that here and
the DGEIS has not described how it would mitigate the need for
recreational space for the population it will have.

35

Same as 35.

8

8D

Y

Y

5.12

Same as 35.

Site Amenities

5.12 Open Space/Recreation The DGEIS mentions the trail
opportunities on the property, but nothing about the possibility of park
or open space land within the development. The DGEIS also doesn’t
mention the development of playgrounds or any other facilities for
young kids. Please provide more information on what open space and
recreation facilities the project will actually provide.

35

Same as 35.

18

18AX

Y

Y

5.12

Same as 35.

Site Amenities

Section 8.1 satisfies the requirement to “Identify amenities provided by
the Project for the community including restaurants, cafes, shops,
open space network, circulation connections, and office spaces,” but in
fact that part of the DGEIS says almost nothing about the specific
facilities that are envisioned for this space.

35

Same as 35.

2

2G

N

N

8.1

Same as 35.

Site Amenities

Public Realm: An active, engaging and safe public realm is central to a
successful neighborhood. Comfortable sidewalks, public sitting and
gathering places, street trees and other plantings, public art, and
ground level, street front retail are all components of a public realm
where people want to spend their time. Site redevelopment standards
that incorporate these elements in the public realm of the new
neighborhood should be incorporated in the proposed PUD zone.

Notes

The Proposal will offer a variety of housing types including, one-, two- and three-bedroom
apartments, as well as, townhouse-type units. These are all viable family-friendly housing options
that are offered in successful, sustainable, denser, urban settings. The Proposal provides open
Combo with playground/sport
outdoor courtyards and assembly areas within its boundaries and access to hiking trails and natural
facilities
landscapes to the west and south. In addition, the Chain Works District will locate housing units
within a ten-to-fifteen minute walk to the amenities offered by the City of Ithaca’s downtown core
(restaurants, parks, theaters, services, etc.).
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CHAIN WORKS DISTRICT
DGEIS COMMENT MATRIX
Comment
Complete

Comment Category

Comment

Site Amenities

2.6.2 Connectivity This section has one of several statements in the
DGEIS claiming the project will “enable the construction of the
Gateway Trail.” However, the trail needs to be on the ground to realize
its connectivity and amenity benefits. The impact of Chain Works will
increase demand for the trail, but the DGEIS has no specifics about
how the project will help meet that demand.

Comment
Summary No.

Summary of Comment

Commenter
Comment ID Sub.
ID

Rel

Relevant
DGEIS

Response to Comment

36

The DGEIS claims the project will “enable
the construction of the Gateway Trail.”
However, the trail needs to be on the
ground to realize its connectivity and
amenity benefits.

18

18H

Y

Y

2.7

The Project Sponsor has actively sought to bring the City, Town and the current Property Owner
together to finalize the agreement that will allow construction of the Gateway Trail. The Applicant
will incorporate the cooperatively developed Gateway Trail project in the corresponding Site Plan
drawings. If the Gateway Trail is not developed, other Site connectivity described in the DGEIS will
provide mitigation to the extent possible.

Site Amenities

As noted earlier, there are several vague statements in the DGEIS
regarding the construction of the Gateway Trail, but with no
commitment as to how the trail will be constructed. Will the developer
put money towards the trail development? Related to the Gateway
trail, the DGEIS notes in Section 5.12.4.1, page 5-230 and 5.12.4.2,
page 5-231 that the Gateway Trail either wouldn’t happen or would be
unlikely, which are incorrect statements to make. A different future
owner could grant an easement for the trail; Emerson as the current
owner could grant an easement, or the Town and City could use
eminent domain at any point to put the trail in. The Chain Works
project is not the only way the Gateway Trail is going to happen.

36

There are several vague statements in the
DGEIS regarding the construction of the
Gateway Trail, but with no commitment as
to how the trail will be constructed. The
gateway trail could be constructed without
the Project.

18

18AY

Y

Y

5.12

Same as 36.

Supportive of
Project

The proposed redevelopment of the Chain Works industrial property in
Ithaca offers a unique opportunity to transform an area in and adjacent
to the City of lthaca. At 95 acres and with 915 proposed housing units
and anticipated 1500 jobs, the Chain Works property will be the
equivalent of a new city neighborhood. When establishing a new urban
neighborhood it is important to think about the planning and design
principles that help support successful neighborhoods. The proposed
redevelopment addresses some of these quite well, and others not as
well. The City and the Town should consider these principles as they
establish the PUD zoning requested by the developer. The proposal
addresses several important neighborhood planning and design
principles very well. 1. Compact and multiuse: The proposed
redevelopment does include a range of mutually supportive uses,
including neighborhood-scale retail and services, offices, and
residential uses combined and integrated in a compact form.
2.Businesses and services. The proposal concentrates the proposed
businesses and services in one area, making it easy for residents to
accomplish several tasks on a single trip. 3. Green Infrastructure: The
proposed redevelopment would protect 24 acres of natural lands and
ties into the proposed urban area trail system.

37

The proposed redevelopment of the Site will
be a transformative project. The City and
Town should use planning and design
principles to establish PUD zoning.

17

17B

N

Y

2.7

Acknowledged.

Supportive of
Project

Thank you for offering us the opportunity to comment on the Draft
Generic Environmental Impact Statement (DGEIS) for the above
referenced project. The proposed redevelopment of a brownfield site
within the urban core of the County supports many of the principles
and policies of the 2015 Tompkins County Comprehensive Plan
including to "promote more housing and mixed-use development in
Development Focus Areas."

38

The Project supports the principles and
policies of the 2015 Tompkins County
Comprehensive Plan.

17

17A

N

Y

2.7

Acknowledged.

SEQR

DGEIS Format

Between 2.7.3.4 and 2.7.3.5 A section titled "Recreation" is called for
in the Scope (2.5.5, p. 12) between DGEIS 2.7.3.4 (Common Areas,
Open Space and Other Facilities and Services) and 2.7.3.5 (Parking),
but there appears to be no such section. It is claimed that this is
addressed by 2.7.1 (p. 2-19), but the scoping requirement that “This
subsection of the DGEIS will describe where the recreation areas will
be located within the Chain Works District, potential square-footage,
and types of recreational amenities and activities” is not well satisfied
with specifics, and no square footage estimates appear at all.

39

A section titled "Recreation" is called for in
the Scope (2.5.5, p. 12) between DGEIS
2.7.3.4 (Common Areas, Open Space and
Other Facilities and Services) and 2.7.3.5
(Parking), but there appears to be no such
section.

18

18S

Y

Y

2.8

6 NYCRR 617.10 states that Generic Environmental Impact Statements (GEIS) are "broader and
more general" and should discuss the "logic and rationale for the choices advanced". It was
determined by the Lead Agency during the development of the DGEIS that the recreation section
would be combined under "Common Areas, Open Space and Other Facilities and Services" under
each Sub Area. Additional data on the approximate square footage will be added to the DGEIS.

SEQR

DGEIS Format

Other requirements on the list in the scoping document do appear to
be addressed to some extent, but even here there is the suspicion that
a lot more detail could have been provided.

39

Same as 39.

2

2J

N

N

2.8

Same as 39.

DGEIS Format

Scoping document 2.5.5 (p. 12): A section titled "Recreation" is called
for between DGEIS 2.7.3.4 (Common Areas, Open Space and Other
Facilities and Services) and 2.7.3.5 (Parking), but there appears to be
no such section. It is claimed that this is addressed by 2.7.1 (p. 2-19),
but the scoping requirement that “This subsection of the DGEIS will
describe where the recreation areas will be located within the Chain
Works District, potential square-footage, and types of recreational
amenities and activities” is not well satisfied with specifics, and no
square footage estimates appear at all.

39

Same as 39.

2

2A

N

Y

2.8

Same as 39.

DGEIS Format

The Chain Works District proposal includes construction of 900+
residential units described as “market rate housing opportunities”.
Approximately half are slated to be located in the City of Ithaca and the
remainder in the Town of Ithaca. It seems reasonable to speculate
that the addition of such a large number of high-end residences to the
existing housing stock of both municipalities is likely to result in a
number of potential environmental impacts, both positive and negative.

40

There will be an impact on the existing
housing stock with the addition of 900+ highend residential units.

3

3A

N

Y

2.8

As outlined in 6 NYCRR 617.10, the purpose of the DGEIS is to address potential environmental
impacts of the entire development, not just the residential units as outlined in Chapter 5.
Environmental impacts for the whole development have been addressed. The Project Sponsor is
offering a range of housing. See response to Comment Summary 96.

Site Program

Site Program

Site Program

Site Program

SEQR

SEQR

Last Revised: 8/23/2016

Comment
Subcategory

Notes
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CHAIN WORKS DISTRICT
DGEIS COMMENT MATRIX
Comment
Complete

Comment Category

SEQR

SEQR

SEQR

Character of
Community

Last Revised: 8/23/2016

Comment
Subcategory

Comment

DGEIS Format

All other chapters of the DGEIS relating to potential environmental
impacts include specific sections presenting “Potential Impacts,
“Mitigation Measures” and “Alternatives to Proposed Action”. Chapter
8: Growth Inducing Aspects and Character of Community (DGEIS)
does not contain any of these sections. It appears, therefore, that the
applicant has made no attempt to specifically identify any potential
negative environmental impacts, to suggest an appropriate mitigation
plan nor to put forth any alternatives for the residential portion of this
project. Given the goals of the scoping process and the subsequent
drafting of the DGEIS, it seems that the omission of this summary
analysis is a glaring error and leaves DGEIS Chapter 8, Section 8.3
and Section 8.4 substantially incomplete. If, for some technical
reason, the applicant is not required to provide this analysis for the
above Sections of DEGIS Chapter 8, then it is even more imperative
that the currently inadequate information, both in terms of depth and
appropriate type/source, as described above, be supplemented so that
readers have the data necessary to draw their own conclusions
concerning potential negative environmental impacts of the proposed
project and how they might be best mitigated.

Comment
Summary No.

Summary of Comment

Commenter
Comment ID Sub.
ID

Rel

Relevant
DGEIS

Response to Comment

41

The Chapter 5 formatting should be
extended to Chapter 8.

3

3H

N

N

2.8

As outlined in the SEQR Handbook, there is no particular format required for the DGEIS as long as
the required "fundamental" elements are presented. Chapter 5 is the only chapter that is split into
the three sections. This is typical for standard EIS format. SEQR regulations only require an
overview discussion on Growth Inducing Aspects and Character of the Community. Therefore, the
discussion in the DGEIS on these topics are sufficient.

DGEIS Format

Potential Impacts/Mitigation Measures/Alternatives to Proposed Action
All other chapters of the DGEIS relating to potential environmental
impacts include specific sections presenting “Potential Impacts,”
“Mitigation Measures” and “Alternatives to Proposed Action”. Chapter
8: Growth Inducing Aspects and Character of Community (DGEIS)
does not contain any of these sections. It appears, therefore, that the
applicant has made no attempt to specifically identify any potential
negative environmental impacts, to suggest an appropriate mitigation
plan or put forth any alternatives for the residential portion of this
project. Given the goals of the scoping process and the subsequent
drafting of the DGEIS, it seems that the omission of this summary
analysis is a glaring error and leaves DGEIS Chapter 8, Section 8.3
and Section 8.4 substantially incomplete. If, for some technical
reason, the applicant is not required to provide this analysis for the
above Sections of DEGIS Chapter 8, then it is even more imperative
that the currently inadequate information, both in terms of depth and
appropriate type/source, as described above, be supplemented so that
readers have the data necessary to draw their own conclusions
concerning potential negative environmental impacts of the proposed
project and how they might be best mitigated.

41

The Chapter 5 formatting should be
extended to Chapter 8.

18

18BJ

Y

Y

2.8

Same as 41.

DGEIS Format

Type/Sources of Information Presented- Secondary (i.e. previously
gathered) data sources referenced but not compiled in a
comprehensive bibliography or reference list (e.g. 2013 ACS, Housing
Needs Assessment, 2006, etc.). Without such a list, the reader is left
with the burdensome task of looking up each of the referenced sources
in order to determine their existence and assess their content. See the
40+ page Historic and Archaeological Resources, Appendix H of the
DGEIS for an example of a bibliography of appropriately referenced
secondary sources that were used whole or in part as the basis for
drawing conclusions concerning potential impacts and suggested
mitigation.

42

A bibliography should be added to the
DGEIS.

18

18BH

Y

Y

2.8

A bibliography will be added to the DGEIS.

42

Secondary (i.e. previously gathered) data
sources referenced but not compiled in a
comprehensive bibliography or reference
list (e.g. 2013 ACS, Housing Needs
Assessment, 2006, etc.).

3

3F

Y

Y

8.3

Same as 42.

43

Please add the City of Ithaca Board of
Public Works as an Involved Agency.

8

8Q

Y

Y

2.8

The Lead Agency included the City of Ithaca BPW as an Involved Agency during Scoping.

44

Please add the Ithaca City School District
as an Interested Agency.

8

8R

Y

Y

2.8

The Lead Agency included the Ithaca City School District as an Interested Agency during Scoping.

Secondary (i.e. previously gathered) data sources referenced but not
compiled in a comprehensive bibliography or reference list (e.g. 2013
ACS, Housing Needs Assessment, 2006, etc.). Without such a list, the
reader is left with the burdensome task of looking up each of the
Housing Market referenced sources in order to determine their existence and assess
Study
their content. See the 40+ page Historic and Archaeological
Resources, Appendix H of the DGEIS for an example of a bibliography
of appropriately referenced secondary sources that were used whole or
in part as the basis for drawing conclusions concerning potential
impacts and suggested mitigation.

SEQR

DGEIS Format

Chapter 1.3 SEQR Review Agencies
a. Please add the City of
Ithaca Board of Public Works as an Involved Agency - The project will
impact the City's infrastructure in terms of traffic, water, sewer, and
bicycle/pedestrian needs. The BPW is charged with overseeing
present and future conditions and demands on our infrastructure, and
should be included as an involved agency with input into the DGEIS.

SEQR

DGEIS Format

b. Please add the Ithaca City School District as an Interested Agency –
As this is a residential project of significant size, it may have direct and
indirect impacts on population demographics for primary school aged
children, and thus ICSD should be listed as an interested agency.

Notes
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CHAIN WORKS DISTRICT
DGEIS COMMENT MATRIX
Comment
Complete

Comment Category

Comment
Subcategory

Comment

Hi. My name is Rich DePaolo, a resident of Town of Ithaca. I'm also
on the Town of Ithaca board. I'm speaking tonight as a citizen and
also as a board member, but not on behalf of the Town of Ithaca. I
finally got an opportunity to start reading the EIS and supportive
documents today. And I foolishly took it upon myself to add up the
total number of pages supplied on the flash drive last Thursday. There
are over 80,000 pages including the appendices to the Phase 1 and
DGEIS Process
Phase 2 Environmental Site Assessment. So first I'll say that I would
hope that the developer would be open to the idea of requesting an
extension to the comment period because I don't think it's realistic to
expect residents and municipalities to provide substantive and
comprehensive public comment in a 60-day timeframe when we're
talking about literally thousands and thousands of pages of material. I
did not get past chapter five today.

Comment
Summary No.

Summary of Comment

Commenter
Comment ID Sub.
ID

Rel

Relevant
DGEIS

Response to Comment

45

The DGEIS is too voluminous to review
within the 60-day SEQR timeframe.

6

6A

Y

Y

2.8

The Lead Agency acknowledged this comment and extended the comment period an additional 15
days.

45

The DGEIS is too voluminous to review
within the 60-day SEQR timeframe.

8

8F

Y

Y

2.8

Same as 45.

45

The DGEIS is too voluminous to review
within the 60-day SEQR timeframe.

9

9A

Y

Y

2.8

Same as 45.

Errata/
Clarifications

Chapter 3: Introduction (this is mislabeled in the Table of Contents and
should state “Reasonable Alternatives”) The parameters used in the
maximum development scenario are different than the parameters in
the Scoping Document: 2.125 million square feet in the DGEIS as
opposed to 2.65 million square feet in the Scoping Document. The
floor area ratio is also less: 1.25 in the DGEIS vs. 1.5 in the Scoping.
Why have these parameters changed?

46

Chapter 3 is mislabeled in the DGEIS. Also,
the maximum development scenario was
reduced from 2.65 MSF in the Scoping
Document to 2.125 MSF in the DGEIS.

18

18X

Y

Y

3

Noted and corrected. During the development of the DGEIS, it was determined that the 2.65 MSF
maximum development scenario was not feasible therefore that alternative analysis was scaled
back to 2.125 MSF.

SEQR

DGEIS Format

Scoping document chapter 6: I note that the material covered in this
chapter of the scoping document has been split up and dealt with
under the headings in DGEIS chapter 5; this seems like a good idea to
me.

47

Same.

2

2E

N

Y

5

Acknowledged.

DGEIS

Errata/
Clarifications

5.1.4.2 Mitigation to Form and Intensity of Uses Table 5.1-4
describes permitted uses in the four subareas, “per Existing City
Zoning”. City of Ithaca zoning regulations do not apply in the Town of
Ithaca. Please correct.

48

Clarify that specific City zoning regulations
do not apply to the Town and vice versa.

18

18Z

Y

Y

5.1

Acknowledged. The PUD/PDZ outline specific regulations for development within the CWD by Sub
Area. Where applicable, the PUD/PDZ utilizes existing regulations. The intent of this reference is
quite clear, which is to allow the same form and intensity of uses across municipal boundaries to
avoid conflicting ordinances. Language can be added or modified to more clearly describe the intent.

Visual and Aesthetic
Resources

Conceptual
Visualizations

Pg 5-214: The document states that the conceptual layout mitigates
visual impacts due to careful placement of proposed structures in
relationship to the topography. Finer grained visualization showing
more information about proposed heights, and sections are needed to
understand this relationship.

49

Finer grained visualization showing more
information about proposed heights, and
sections are needed to understand this
relationship between height and
topography.

1

1AV-1

Y

Y

5.10

The Proposal calls for a maximum area of 568,300sf of new development in the CW2 Sub Area that
can range from one-story up to four-stories in height in the CW2 Sub Area. This maximum area can
be achieved by constructing buildings of varying heights. The original referenced visuals are using
three-story structures as the basis of achieving the proposed maximum development in this
subzone. These visualizations, as well as the site cross-sections, have been revised to add a fourth
story along NYS Route 96B as proposed in the PUD/PDZ.

Visual and Aesthetic
Resources

Conceptual
Visualizations

Figure 5-10c is remarkable in that the new buildings are at the highest
point of the sight and appear to tower over the existing. We need a
better understanding of how the new building will relate to the exiting
contiguous neighborhoods and to 96B.

49

Figure 5-10c is remarkable in that the new
buildings are at the highest point of the site
and appear to tower over the
existing. More information should be
provided.

1

1AV-2

Y

Y

5.10

Same as 49

Visual and Aesthetic
Resources

Conceptual
Visualizations

5.10 Visual/Aesthetic Resources Overall, the visual analysis is
thorough. However, the photos related to the conceptual structures
along Aurora Street/Route 96B (pages 5-171, 5-183, 5-190, 5-192),
only show three story structures, where the proposal is actually for 4story structures along the Aurora Street/NYS Route 96B frontage.

49

The visual analysis is thorough. However,
the photos related to the conceptual
structures along Aurora Street/Route 96B
(pages 5-171, 5-183, 5-190, 5-192), only
show three story structures.

18

18AU

Y

Y

5.10

Same as 49

Visual and Aesthetic
Resources

Conceptual
Visualizations

The photos from West Haven Preserve were actually taken from the
EcoVillage fields above the preserve (Page 5-168, Figure 5.10-1).

50

Same.

18

18AW

Y

Y

5.10

Noted and revised. The West Haven Preserve and the EcoVillage Field are directly adjacent to one
another and the EcoVillage Field overlooks the preserve. The view is nearly identical.

51

Six story buildings in the City are too tall.

9

9C

N

Y

5.1

The ability to utilize six-story buildings under the PUD/PDZ will allow CWD to be developed in
accordance with LEED ND. The intent is to create a dense and vibrant neighborhood and six-story
buildings help to achieve those goals in a manner consistent with more urban, city environments.

52

Same.

1

1T

Y

Y

5.1

PUD/PDZ addresses building form and disposition on the Site. Compatibility is a subjective term and
individual projects will be reviewed by the respective Planning Board.

SEQR

SEQR

SEQR

DGEIS

Last Revised: 8/23/2016

And so I'm stuck because I know we have 60 days. There's a lot to
look at. There's a lot to analyze. There is a lot I do want to talk about,
but I'm not quite sure where to go from there. I will echo Rich's
request to extend that 60-day comment period. Not only in looking at
the regular planning, traffic, population, all of these other impacts,
environmental impacts as it was mentioned here earlier today there
DGEIS Process
were at least, if I can tell, 15 new areas of concern that are delineated
and outlined in the DGEIS which will, which will need and can benefit
from a closer look and we will need additional time just to look at those
things. 60 days might have worked for a regular development, but this
is a whole different kettle of fish and it deserves a longer period of
comment and input.
Thank you. Like Cynthia, I represent the first ward in the City of Ithaca
which includes South Hill. And I won't repeat what has already been
DGEIS Process
said, but I will say I agree with extending the comment period past 60
days.

Zoning

Design
Guidelines

Zoning

Design
Guidelines

These particular drawings, when it comes to the part of the city that I
represent, I have to say I'm shocked at how dense and tall these
apartment buildings are. This is a neighborhood of single family
homes and you're proposing putting six story apartment buildings in
people's backyards. I think that is out of line and I think they will too.
Thank you
Design Standards – how do they address compatibility with existing
historic structures and off site residential development?

Notes
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Complete

Comment Category

Comment

The development in CW-2 reads like ‘suburban apartment complex’
rather than a neighborhood- your specifically state that your vision is to
create the later and avoid the former.

Zoning

Design
Guidelines

Zoning

Design
Guidelines

Zoning

Design
Guidelines

Zoning

Design
Guidelines

Zoning

Design
Guidelines

Zoning

Design
Guidelines

Visual Impacts: To help mitigate visual impacts of the proposed new
development the applicant should be required to explore the use of
landscape buffers and muted earth tones on building exteriors as part
of this DGEIS.

Design
Guidelines

2.7.3 CW3: Neighborhood Center Sub Area We acknowledge that
portions of this Sub Area are located in the City of Ithaca and portions
are located in the Town of Ithaca. We also acknowledge that this Sub
Area contains a large mix of proposed uses, from residential to
industrial, to be located in existing and proposed buildings. That is
why the city and town specifically indicated in their comments related
to Adequacy that there should be special consideration related to the
proposed heights and designs of new buildings that will be constructed
along the Aurora Street/NYS Route 96B frontage in the CW3 Sub
Area. We suggested changing the Sub Area designation along this
corridor to CW2, thereby limiting the uses to residential and the
building heights to a maximum of 4 stories (or shorter, with much lower
than 24-foot story heights). We maintain that the proposed heights of
“6 stories plus additional 2 stories” in CW3 is particularly excessive
along Aurora Street/NYS Route 96B, especially when the story height
of any new building is proposed to be “limited to 24-feet” (DGEIS page
2-23, second paragraph, last line).
Regarding the same, we
also recommended revising the PUD-PDZ language to show design
and architectural standards that would be unique to the Aurora
Street/NYS Route 96B frontage. Alternately, we suggested creating a
new defined area that pertains only to the Aurora Street/96B frontage
and contains its own set of architectural design requirements that
would include a variety of architectural styles, so new development
blends in appropriately with the variety of styles that exist along Aurora
Street/NYS Route 96B. Homogenous and/or institutional style
architecture could negatively affect the character of the corridor.
The DGEIS did not consider any of the above suggestions or
recommendations that were in the Town of Ithaca’s Adequacy
comments.

Zoning

Last Revised: 8/23/2016

Comment
Subcategory

5.1.3.1 Potential Impacts to Zoning "The new development will take on
a cluster form avoiding environmentally and visually sensitive
areas." Paragraph should indicate whether "visually sensitive areas"
include the valley/lake view from Rt. 96B and viewshed impacts on
surrounding hills and valleys.
5.1.4.2 Mitigation to Form and Intensity of Uses "Buffers will be
maintained in areas adjacent to existing residential zones to control the
intensity of development." Buffers should also be maintained in areas
adjacent to natural areas to prevent impingement of development on
green space.
5.1.4.3 Mitigation to Form and Intensity of Uses "The Design
Standards effectively prevent the development of the CW1 Sub Area.
There is no proposed specific mitigation for this Sub Area because the
preservation of this land as a natural area is in fact port of the
proposed mitigation for the other Sub Areas." Paragraph should
reference whether design standards will apply to accessory buildings
envisioned for CW1 Sub Area.
Where new buildings are proposed, the Planned Unit Development
zoning should establish design guidelines to help support the quality of
the neighborhood experience.

Comment
Summary No.

Summary of Comment

Commenter
Comment ID Sub.
ID

Rel

Relevant
DGEIS

Response to Comment

53

Same.

1

1U

Y

Y

5.1

The vision of Chain Works District is to develop a mixed-use district through the reclamation and
revitalization of existing structures and new areas of development. The proposed development on
the CW2 project site is guided by best practices as set forth by LEED-ND guidelines as they relate to
development density goals, site access (and accessibility) and limitations of building construction on
existing sloping sites. The CW2 subarea is comprised of large areas of sloping land in excess of
20% - limiting the land area which can be developed in this zone. The extent of the proposed
configuration minimizes construction on steep slopes and strives to build on land that has less than
a 20% slope. It is envisioned that existing and new structures will develop a cohesive neighborhood
(or “district”) via complementary programmatic uses, density of development, a variety of building
scales and massing and the establishment of unifying Design Standards and aesthetics.

54

Do "visually sensitive areas" cited in Section
5.1.3.1 include the valley/lake view from Rt.
96B and viewshed impacts on surrounding
hills and valleys?

15

15B

Y

Y

5.1

Yes. See Section 5.10 of the DGEIS for a complete list of views required in the original Scoping.

55

Buffers should also be maintained in areas
adjacent to natural areas to prevent
impingement of development on green
space.

15

15C

Y

Y

5.1

The designation of the open natural areas that could otherwise be developed is in essence the
buffer. The Project Sponsor is not proposing additional buffers to natural areas that will not be
developed.

56

The Zoning discussion should reference
whether design standards will apply to
accessory buildings envisioned for CW-1
Sub Area.

15

15D

Y

Y

5.1

Design standards do not apply to CW1 because the only permitted building types have no
relationship to a dense, diverse, walkable urban form. Any potential buildings in the CW1 would
require design review by the Planning Board prior to approval.

57

Design guidelines should be established to
support the PUD.

17

17D

Y

Y

5.1

58

To help mitigate visual impacts of the
proposed new development the applicant
should be required to explore the use of
landscape buffers and muted earth tones
on building exteriors as part of this DGEIS.

17

17K

Y

Y

5.1

59

We suggested changing the Sub Area
designation along the NYS Route 96B
corridor to CW2, thereby limiting the uses to
residential and the building heights to a
maximum of 4 stories (or shorter, with much
lower than 24-foot story heights). We also
recommended revising the PUD-PDZ
language to show design and architectural
standards that would be unique to the NYS
Route 96B frontage. Alternately, we
suggested creating a new defined area that
pertains only to that corridor and contains
its own set of architectural design
requirements.

18

18Q

Y

Y

5.1

Notes

No building design guidelines are proposed for this project. Planning Board has discretion for
allowing a wide variety of architectural styles to create a diverse and high quality neighborhood
FE double check
experience.
The proposed conceptual site plan considers landscape buffers both along the outside perimeter of
the Proposal boundary (between the Chain Works District and the surrounding existing context to
the north, west and south) and within the Proposal boundary itself. Visualizations developed and
included in Chapter 5 do not indicate tree lines that would provide visual buffers between buildings
(which will/would effectively reduce perceived building heights from various viewpoints). This was
visualization approach was taken in order to clearly (and transparently) represent the height of the
proposed structures. The color palette of building exteriors can be reviewed when individual projects
are submitted for / during the established design and construction approval process for the Chain
Works District.

Acknowledged. To accommodate the intent of the comment, the buildings within a 100-foot buffer
along NYS Route 96B will be limited to a maximum of 4 stories as required in the PUD/PDZ
Regulations and Design Guidelines.
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Comment
Complete

Comment Category

Zoning

Zoning

Zoning

Zoning

Last Revised: 8/23/2016

Rel

Relevant
DGEIS

Y

Y

5.1

See Response to Comment 18Q.

18U

Y

Y

5.1

That is correct as outlined in the PUD/PDZ.

18

18AA

Y

Y

5.1

There is buffering built into the Conceptual Site Layout Plan to protect adjacent residential uses at a
distance greater than what is allowed under the current industrial zone. The separation of industrial
and residential uses is prescribed through the Conceptual Site Layout Plan itself with a range of
housing options provided in various proximities to other mixed-uses.

15

15A

Y

Y

5.1

The CW1 subarea was developed to protect the environmentally valuable areas. Steep slope areas
have also been identified in Figure 5.2-2 of the DGEIS.

Commenter
Comment ID Sub.
ID

Comment
Summary No.

Summary of Comment

Design
Guidelines

Regarding the conceptual designs shown for the structures in the
photos on pages 5-171, 5-183, 5-190 and 5-192, we want to reiterate
that the city and town specifically indicated in their comments related to
Adequacy that there should be special consideration related to the
proposed heights and designs of new buildings that will be constructed
along the Aurora Street/NYS Route 96B frontage in the CW3 Sub
Area. We suggested creating a new defined area that pertains only to
the Aurora Street/96B frontage and contains its own set of architectural
design requirements that would include a variety of architectural styles,
so new development blended in appropriately with the variety of styles
that exist along Aurora Street/NYS Route 96B. Homogeneous and/or
institutional style architecture could negatively affect the character of
the corridor.

59

Regarding the conceptual designs shown
for the structures in the photos on pages 5171, 5-183, 5-190 and 5-192, we want to
reiterate that the city and town specifically
indicated in their comments related to
Adequacy that there should be special
consideration related to the proposed
heights and designs of new buildings that
will be constructed along the Aurora
Street/NYS Route 96B frontage in the CW3
Sub Area.

18

18AV

Design
Guidelines

2.7.4 CW4: Industrial Sub Area The repurposing of the existing
industrial buildings seems appropriate for this Sub Area, as does the
proposed increase in height. We understand that the story height
noted in the last line of the first paragraph under this section on page 231 (“story height will not exceed 30 feet”) refers to the first story of the
existing buildings only. However, this should be clarified.

60

We understand that the allowable story
height of up to 30 feet is for the first story of
existing buildings only. Please confirm.

18

Design
Guidelines

5.1.4.3 Design standards- On page 5-16, for the CW4 Subarea, the
DGEIS states ”The impact on the neighboring properties and the other
zoning districts is anticipated to be minimal as the result of the clearly
defined Sub Areas and Design Standards to be set in place as a result
of this project.” However, the conceptual PDZ regulations have no
performance standards, buffering or screening requirements, or other
standards that would help mitigate the impact of potentially intensive
industrial uses near residential areas. Mitigation must be a part of any
PDZ standards the Town adopts.

61

The conceptual PDZ regulations have no
performance standards, buffering or
screening requirements, or other standards
that would help mitigate the impact of
potentially intensive industrial uses near
residential areas.

Land Use

5.1.3.1 Potential Impacts to Zoning "Environmentally valuable areas
would be preserved and protected as an amenity for the neighborhood
and surrounding community."
-"Environmentally valuable areas"
should be identified. It is not clear whether the paragraph refers to onsite areas or ancillary benefits related to reducing development
pressure on surrounding areas. On-site and adjacent areas potentially
impacted by contamination should not be categorized as
"environmentally valuable" unless they are known to be in compliance
with regulatory cleanup standards.

62

Environmentally valuable areas should be
identified. On-site and adjacent areas
potentially impacted by contamination
should not be categorized as
"environmentally valuable" unless they are
known to be in compliance with regulatory
cleanup standards.

Comment
Subcategory

Comment

Response to Comment

Notes
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City Planning Staff Comments – DGEIS as

Figure 2.7-3: Need to see the full extend to cross section BB. Also need to see a cross section from
Aurora to Turner showing relationship to existing development adjacent to the
site. Also ID#
need1R
Comment
visualization from Turner and Hillview Pl.
Potential mitigation: limit the amount of land cleared at one time due to steep slope and potential for
Comment ID# 1S
erosion and stormwater runoff during construction.
Design Standards – how do they address compatibility with existing historic structures and off site
residential development?
Comment ID# 1T
The development in CW-2 reads like ‘suburban apartment complex’ rather than a neighborhood- your
specifically state that your vision is to create the later and avoid the former. Comment ID# 1U
About half of the proposed housing units are not in compact mixed use neighborhoods- which is the
projects overriding aim. This really feels like two projects: one compact mixed use- live/work/pay and
Comment ID# 1V
one more suburban. So- are you applying for LEED ND for all the site- or just the part that is compact
mixed use development?
You describe CW-2 as a compact dense urban environment – can you describe how this layout meets
that definition?

Comment ID# 1W

You have a goal of 70% fossil fuel reduction. What is this a reduction from? How will it be monitored?

Comment ID# 1X

CW-3 describes a mixed use program cluster at the entrances of driveways I & II - this appears to be all
residential on the layout plans. Please explain this.

Comment ID# 1Y
Who will pay for and implement off-site transportation improvements?

Comment
1Z for Phase I and those
Implementation of transportation improvements are divided
into those ID#
needed
needed at full buildout of the project. This needs to be finer grained. Check TIS
Comment ID# 1AA
Does the BB Section conform to the conceptual Grading Plan?
Alignment of Gateway Trail should appear on Phase 1 Site Plans

Comment ID# 1AB

Phase 1 includes a new road section connecting parking lots 7b & 7c. This is not mentioned in the
Comment ID# 1AC
project description – need to include additional impervious surface.

Comment ID# 1AD
Where is the cut & fill analysis for Phase 1?
Blasting may be required in certain areas. Therefore it would make sense to outline the environmental
impacts and mitigations to prevent reopening
on the env
review
Comment
ID#
1AElater.

Comment ID# 1AF

1

Chain Works District DGEIS - All Comments recieved as of 8-30-16
Water Resources:
on site are not
completely
The document states that the extent and details of the stormwater facilities Comment
ID#
1AG
known or understood. When will we know the extent of the stormwater system and how stormwater
can be management be evaluated without this knowledge.
A 50’ setback is proposed from all streams. It would make more sense to base the setback requirements
Comment ID# 1AH
and treatments on the topography. Site disturbance uphill from a streambank will require a different
mitigation than site disturbance downhill from a streambank.
Existing water resources should be more closely evaluated for each phase of the project. Particularly for
Comment ID# 1AI
the presence of wetlands and perched water tables.

Flora & Fauna

Public Health & Environment
Boundary reassessment – the conceptual site layout shows a sidewalk/ path centered on the sewer
easement. The Boundary Reassessment report states that VOCs are present Comment
in this area. ID#
Does1AJ
this pose
a health risk to users of the trail?
Has a response from DEC been received on the BA report?

Comment ID# 1AK
What is the sequence and timing of the remedial work in the CW 3? Will all remediation in that area be
complete before Phase 1 begins? Building 24 is part of the proposed Phase 1Comment
of the project
- and
it
ID#
1AL
includes residential development.
How will the ROD Amendment DGEIS and PUD timing be coordinated?

Comment ID# 1AM

What are the decision points for DEC regarding the ROD Amendment and how do they relate to the
DGEIS?
Comment ID# 1AN
Is there a public process in the ROD Amendment?

Comment ID# 1AO

We need to see a whole sequence of approvals that include actions related to the ROD Amendment

Comment ID# 1AP

How might the ROD Amendment – if approved – affect the conceptual site plan?

No Action Alternative list several remedial activities. What is the timeline forComment
these in the ID#
case 1AQ
of no
action?

Comment ID# 1AR
Who is responsible for off-site contamination/remediate (e.g. soil vapor venting systems in private
homes) after property ownership is transferred?

Comment ID# 1AS

Who is responsible for site cleanup after property ownership is transferred?

Comment ID# 1AT

2
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Comment ID# 1AU

Comment ID# 1AV

History & Archeology
Pg 5-65: There is reference to architectural guidelines in the Design Standards to protect historic
character

Comment ID# 1AW

Visual Impacts
Pg 5-214: The document states that the conceptual layout mitigates visual impacts due to careful
placement of proposed structures in relationship to the
topography.
grained visualization
Comment
ID#Finer
1AX
showing more information about proposed heights, and sections are needed to understand this
relationship. Figure 5-10c is remarkable in that the newComment
buildings are
at the
highest point of the sight
ID#
1AY
and appear to tower over the existing. We need a better understanding of how the new building will
relate to the exiting contiguous neighborhoods and to 96B.
Community Services
Correspondence with ICSD states that the project will have 50-100 school aged children. The capacity
analysis only accounts for 50. Correspondence with ICSD indicated that planning would be necessary to
accommodate 50 children in some situations. The document does not address how a potential influx
of children would be facilitated/planned with ICSD.
Does the school tax revenue take into account the STAR Rebate?
It would be helpful to know the cost of full time police officers

3
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Comment ID# 2A

Comment ID# 2B

Comment ID# 2C
Comment ID# 2D

Comment ID# 2E

Comment ID# 2F

Comment ID# 2G

Comment ID# 2H

Comment ID# 2I

Comment ID# 2J

4
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Comment ID# 3A

Comment ID# 3B

Comment ID# 3C

Comment ID# 3D

5
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Comment ID# 3E

Comment ID# 3F

Comment ID# 3G
6
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Comment ID# 3H
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Lisa Nicholas
James.Gensel@FaganEngineers.com
FW: CWD Scoping Document
Friday, February 26, 2016 9:46:44 AM

Lisa Nicholas, AICP, Senior Planner
Planning Division
108 E Green Street
Ithaca, NY 14850
607-274-6557

"The most common way people give up their power is by thinking they don’t have any.”
Alice Walker (National Book Award and Pulitzer Fiction Prize winner for The Color Purple, 1944-)

From: Tim Logue
Sent: Friday, February 26, 2016 9:47 AM
To: Lisa Nicholas
Cc: Eric Hathaway
Subject: RE: CWD Scoping Document
HI Lisa,
Thanks. Here are my comments on adequacy. My understanding is that we don't have to agree with
anything in the report yet, and may even debate assumptions, but need to state whether they provided
enough information to address the approved scope to have that debate. Let me know if I don't
understand that properly.

Comment
Overall, the reports seem adequate. However, there are a few things that left me wanting a bit more.

ID# 4A

5.7.3 says they will specifically analyze routes to the Commons, IC and SH Elementary, including any
gaps in the routes. Also that the routes will be inventoried to include a range of things including
accessibility. I don't see a specific analysis of these routes or an inventory. For example, they state that
one could use sidewalks on Rt 96B to get to SH Elem, but they don't specifically state a route, how to
cross Aurora St, and if there are any gaps. Lastly, the last sentence in the scope paragraph says they will
evaluate the safety & operations of existing conditions as it relates to ped/bike facilities. I don't see that
at all. For example, there is a sidewalk that runs up the west side of S Cayuga St, almost to the site
(though there is a gap), but it is in horrible condition and certainly is not accessible or safe. Seems that
this ought to be included.
Comment

ID# 4B

6.7 (page 48) says the TIS will estimate the add'l demand for transit. I don't see a demand analysis
included. They seem to state that there should be a motor vehicle trip reduction of 4% based on transit,
but that's not a demand analysis. That same paragraph states there will be a detailed on-site multi-modal
transportation plan including detailed locations and descriptions of sidewalks, bicycle lanes, trails and
pedestrian connections to both IC and downtown. I don't see a detailed plan, just some more generalized
notes. Maybe this is still forthcoming because it's in the mitigation measures section, but it also seems to
be something that was to be included in the TIS.
Happy to review or discuss further, although I will be passing this on to Eric and asking him to provide
comments on the report.
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To:
Lisa Nicholas
From: Cynthia Brock
Date: 31 March 2016

3 pages

Please find below my comments on population demographics as outlined in the March 8, 2016 Chain Works dGEIS. I am sending them by email to Ms. Nicholas,
and online at https://chainworksdistrict.com/geis/. Please note that this letter is formatted in landscape mode due to the constraints of the enclosed table. I
thank you in advance for your consideration.

Comment on population demographics.

Comment ID# 8L

Chapter 2.7.7 (page 2-36) Anticipated Project Population. dGEIS Statement: Project will construct approx. 1,830 bedrooms or 915 units, and estimates a
Comment ID# 8L
population of 1,830.1
Chapter 8.3 (page 8-3) Population Demographics. dGEIS Statement: The Project Sponsor plans to include units averaging 2 bedrooms, with a range from studios
to 3 bedrooms. The average 2 bedroom unit is expected to rent for around $2,370 based on the current market for similar units. At this price, units would be
affordable for households with a combined income of $94,800. Most households are expected to be one or two people based on the unit mix.2 … Based on an
assumed 1.75 adult residents per housing unit, the Project will house more people than it employs.3

Comment ID# 8L/M
Comment: No rationale or reference is provided as to how these inconsistent estimates were identified, nor is any analysis given of the age distribution of
residents. The document is silent on estimates of new elementary, middle or high school aged residents or their impacts on the existing educational or
recreational resources.
Comment ID# 8M
Rutgers University Center for Urban Policy Research published the Residential Demographic Multiplier, Estimates of the Occupants of New Housing, 2006 to
provide a foundation for estimating occupant demographics of new housing based on NY census data4. It breaks down housing population and ages based on
unit type -- rent or own, detached or multi-family, # of bedrooms, and rent.
Population and age breakdown for all multifamily 2-bedroom rental units are higher than for similar units at the top of the rental bracket (assuming that $2,370
in 2016 has an approximate value of $1,970 in 2006 when adjusted for inflation). Please see the analysis of estimated population and ages below, first for all
rents, and then for rents exceeding $1,100 in 2006 dollars.

1

Page 2-36
Page 8-3
3
Page 8-4
4
https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=17&ved=0ahUKEwiJq97I_cfLAhVKMSYKHfx2AoM4ChAWCEAwBg&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.dataplace.
org%2Fstatic%2Fpdfs%2FNEW%2520YORK%2520multipliers.pdf&usg=AFQjCNEuxoOP_2HMTPWnRE4d7dwNa7P5nA&sig2=IhvL4vlFENCP_oM_CWbzJQ&cad=rja
2

1|Page
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total
pop
all value
multiplier
(multiplier *
71 units)
(multiplier *
915 units)

2.51

178.21

(multiplier *
71 units)
(multiplier *
915 units)

0.27

19.17

grade
K-2
0.15

10.65

grade
3-6

grade
grade 10age 57-9
12
13

0.17

12.07

0.1

7.10

2,296.65 247.05 137.25 155.55 91.50

total
pop
> $1,100 rent
multiplier

age 04

2.31

164.01

age 04
0.19

13.49

0.09

0.38

4.97

2,113.65 173.85 64.05

0.06

0.05

age
18-24

0.12

0.25

0.95

0.34

0.18

0.06

4.26

0.23

16.33

age
25-44
0.98

69.58

24.14

age
75+

0.08

age
45-64
0.4

28.40

5.68

0.12

347.70 109.80 228.75 869.25 311.10 73.20 109.80

age
18-24

67.45

age
6574

82.35

age
1417

17.75

age
45-64

26.98

0.04

8.52

age
25-44

6.39

grade
grade grade grade 10age 5K-2
3-6
7-9
12
13
0.07

age
14-17

age
6574
0.1

7.10

8.52

age
75+
0.16

4.26

3.55

2.84

12.78

11.36

54.90

45.75

36.60

164.70 54.90 210.45 896.70 366.00 91.50 146.40

Comment ID# 8N
The Rutgers report proposes that in full build out, the project will house approximately 2,114 individuals, with 174 pre-school aged children, 119 elementary
aged children, 46 middle school aged children and 37 high school aged children, with the numbers increasing as rents decline. Approximately 238 individuals will
be of retirement age.
The current City resident population of South Hill is approximately 2,100 residents, which is about the same population as the new development, and impacts on
this neighborhood should be clearly spelled out and how these impacts will be mitigated. No proposed mitigations are detailed with regards to the cultural,
social or recreational needs of its residents in terms of playgrounds, community centers, safe spaces to run or play games, specific social and recreational needs
of seniors, or amenities for the needs of the very young or elderly. In my experience on City Council, our existing municipal recreational programs for youth fall
short of meeting demands in both available resources, physical space and funding, and mitigating the needs of the new youth and senior population should be
more fully developed than what is provided in the dGEIS.
Chapter 5.11.1.3 (page 5-217) Educational Facilities. dGEIS Statement: South Hill Elementary School currently has 322 students enrolled in Pre-K
to 5th grade
Comment
ID# 8O
with approximately 80 teachers and staff. The average class size at South Hill Elementary School is 18 students with a teacher / student ratio of 1:11. South Hill
2|Page
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Elementary School’s current estimated capacity is 385 students.5 … Boynton Middle School currently has 555 students enrolled in 6th to 8th grades with
approximately 90 teachers and staff. The average class size at Boynton Middle School is 21 students, with a teacher / student ratio of 1:9. Boynton Middle
School’s current estimated capacity is 600 Students. Ithaca High School currently has 1,362 students enrolled in 9th to 12th grades with approximately 109
Comment
teachers. The average class size at Ithaca High School is 21 students with a teacher / student ratio of: 1:10. Ithaca High School’s current estimated
capacity ID#
is 8O
1500 students.6
Comment: The addition of 119 elementary school students would be a 37% increase over the current population of SHES and would exceed the school’s
capacity by 56, having a dramatic effect and likely resulting either in the need to enlarge the school or redistrict student catchment areas. This impact on ICSD
Comment ID# 8P
should be stated and explored with input from ICSD administrators. To my knowledge no such discussion has yet occurred.
The addition of ~ 46 middle school students would be an 8% increase over the current population of Boynton, and the addition of ~ 37 high school students
would be a 2.3% increase over the current population of IHS. The impact on middle and high school resources are negligible.

5
6

Page 5-217
Page 5-218

3|Page
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Print Message : Dell Archive Manager

Page 1 of 2

Email
From: Cynthia Brock
To:
Lisa Nicholas
CC:
George McGonigal
Subject:comments RE: Chain Works District Public Scoping Presentation

Sent:11/19/2014 4:02:30 PM

Hello Lisa,

Comment
ID#
Please accept the below comments for consideration in the scoping of the Chain
Works District
DGEIS:

8Q

Chapter 1.3 SEQR Review Agencies
a. Please add the City of Ithaca Board of Public Works as an Involved Agency
The project will impact the City's infrastructure in terms of traffic, water, sewer, and
bicycle/pedestrian needs. The BPW is charged with overseeing present and future
conditions and demands on our infrastructure, and should be included as an involved
Comment ID#
agency with input into the DGEIS.

8R

b. Please add the Ithaca City School District as an Interested Agency
As this is a residential project of significant size, it may have direct and indirect
impacts on population demographics for primary school aged children, and thus ICSD
should be listed as an interested agency.

Comment ID# 8S

Chapter 4.7 Impact on Open Space and Recreation
a. Description of Gateway Trail and connection to existing and future trail network
Please include potential connections to the trail through the T1 (natural zone). It is
often mentioned that this area would contain walking trails, and it is logical that
individuals would desire to connect between the T4 developments (pg 18) and the
Gateway trail to get to area south such as Stone Quarry and Buttermilk Falls.
Chapter 4.8 Impact on Transportation and Circulation
Comment
a. Analyze existing intersections during peak hour and including the following:

ID# 8T

Please add the following intersections into this analysis (pg 26):
~ Stone Quarry/Spencer Road
~ S. Meadow St. Extension/Spencer Road
~ S. Meadow St. Extension/Elmira Road/Meadow St.
Many thanks!
Cynthia

Cynthia Brock
Alderperson, First Ward
607 398-0883
cbrock@cityofithaca.org
"Respect for the rights of others means peace."
~~ Benito Juarez (Mexican past president, 1806-1872)

https://archivemanager.cityofithaca.org/PrintMessage.aspx?CheckSums=9f180d1d-8d89-9c... 4/4/2016
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Lisa Nicholas
To:
From: Cynthia Brock
Date: 04 April 2016

1 page

Please find below my comments on traffic analysis as outlined in the March 8, 2016 Chain Works dGEIS. I am sending
this by email to Ms. Nicholas, and online at https://chainworksdistrict.com/geis/.

Comment ID# 8U
Comment on transportation facilities and traffic study areas.
Chapter 5.7.1.1 (page 5-67) Existing Transportation Facilities. dGEIS Statement: The study locations consist of the
following 30 existing intersections.
Comment:
i) The study should clearly separate Spencer Road and Spencer Street. The dGEIS currently misidentifies parts of Spencer Road as Spencer Street, as seen in intersection 14: Spencer Street/Albany Street/Park
Street/Elmira Road Roundabout. From the roundabout, Spencer Road spurs south and Spencer Street spurs north.

Comment ID# 8V

ii) The following intersections should be included in the traffic study:
a)
b)
c)
d)

West King Road/Stone Quarry Road,
Stone Quarry Road/Spencer Road,
Spencer Road/South Meadow Street Extension, and
Old Elmira Road/South Meadow Street Extension/South Meadow Street.

Comment ID# 8W

According to the City’s Comprehensive Plan Draft Influences Report, South Aurora Street/Danby Road typically sees
14,000 vehicles per day and is a main artery into and out of the City.1 As Figure 5.7-42 shows, 26% of incoming morning
peak traffic turns west onto King Road, and presumably a significant portion of that traffic will enter the city through
Stone Quarry Road and Spencer Road. Likewise, fully 59% of peak afternoon traffic exits the city on King Road and turns
south onto Route 86B.
Given the expected increases in rush hour traffic on Route 86B due to kids crossing the street to go to South Hill
Elementary School or Ithaca College, or to go to work, it is expected that travelers entering the city from Route 96B will
come to rely on Stone Quarry Road and Spencer Road as direct and non-congested avenues into the city and to shopping
on Route 13 south. These intersections should be included in the traffic impact study and analysis.

1
2

http://cityofithaca.org/DocumentCenter/View/170 Page 45
Page 5-74
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Ithaca-Tompkins County Transportation Council

121 East Court Street, Ithaca, New York 14850  Phone: (607) 274-5570  Fax: (607) 274 5578  e-mail: ITCTC@tompkins-co.org
On the web at: www.tompkinscountyny.gov/itctc

Policy Committee:
Kate Supron, Chair
Bill Goodman, Vice Chair
Kevin Bush, Secretary

Executive Director:
Fernando de Aragón, AICP

Planning Committee:
Jeffrey Smith, Chair
Tim Logue, Vice Chair

May 2, 2016
City of Ithaca Planning & Development Board
Lisa Nicholas, Senior Planner
City of Ithaca Department of Planning & Development
108 E. Green Street
Ithaca, New York 14850
RE: Planned Unit Development/Planned Development Zone (PUD/PDZ) & Site Plan Approval for Chain Works District Project
Dear Planning & Development Board members:
Please accept these comments that focus on the transportation impact components of the DGEIS for the Chain Works District
Project.
Comment

ID# 13A

1. The Transit and Pedestrian/Bicycle Trip Reduction section states that the transportation study assumes a 7% trip generation credit
for active transportation (bicycling and walking). This is ambitious considering the Chain Works project is on a hill and reaching the
area from the flats on foot or by bicycle will be a challenge for most users. Chain Works offers a unique configuration of housing and
employment that makes it difficult to predict how the existing averages from active transportation use from other parts to the Ithaca
Urban area will relate to the project. Except for connecting to Ithaca College, the GEIS does not make any particular proposals to
facilitate bike/pedestrian movement to destinations outside the project area other than linking to the City’s sidewalk network and
linking the Gateway Trail to the South Hill Recreation Way.
I suggest that the developers work with City staff to identify preferred bike/pedestrian routes to connect the Chain Works project to
outside destinations: the Commons, TCAT’s Green St. bus facility, Cornell University, west end shopping area, etc. These routes
could be considered for enhancements that will facilitate the effective use of active transportation to access the Chain Works project. I
will gladly meet with project or City representatives to explore potential enhancements to better connect the project area to the rest of
the urban area via active transportation.

Comment ID# 13B

2. The TDM program described in the DGEIS is comprehensive and should be implemented. However, the TDM section needs to
include a commitment to fund staff capacity to manage its implementation. TDM programs can be very effective, but they are time
intensive and need dedicated mobility management staff. Without dedicated staff the programs will not be implemented.

Comment ID# 13C

3. The On-Site Multimodal Transportation Plan calls for the use of sharrows and signage on roads too narrow to accommodate bike
lanes. Sharrows and signs by themselves do not provide adequate bicycle facilities, nor do they indicate a street is bike friendly.
Assuming the installation of a dedicated bicycle right-of-way - i.e. some form of bicycle lane - is not possible, the use of sharrows and
signs must be accompanied by installation in low traffic areas and/or by significant traffic calming in order to reduce the speed
differential between cars and bicycles.
I am available to discuss any of these comments.
Sincerely yours,

Fernando de Aragón, AICP, Staff Director
Ithaca-Tompkins County Transportation Council

Tompkins County•City of Ithaca•Village of Cayuga Heights•Village of Lansing•Village of Freeville•Village of Dryden•Village of Groton•Village of Trumansburg•Town of Caroline•Town of
Danby•Town of Dryden•Town of Enfield•Town of Groton•Town of Ithaca•Town of Lansing•Town of Newfield•Town of Ulysses•TCAT•Cornell University•NYSDOT•FHWA•FTA
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Comment on the Chain Works District dGEIS
John Graves
Sent:
To:
Cc:

]

Tuesday, May 10, 2016 9:44 AM
Lisa Nicholas

Attachments: Veiwpoint for Emerson ene~1.tiff (2 MB)

To: Lisa Nicholas
Re: Comment on the Chain Works District dGEIS
Date: 5/9/16

Comment ID# 11A

In the last sixty years, the largest development project on South Hill
was the relocation of Ithaca College (IC) from downtown Ithaca to
its present location atop South Hill, directly across State Highway
96B from the proposed Chain Works District project. The relocation
of the IC campus to South Hill happened without the benefit of a
draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement (dGEIS). This should
serve as a good example of why dGEIS documents are important
when assessing the impact large development have on climate
change.
In todays climate, fossil fuel consumption is by far the most pressing
issue facing our environment and dGEIS should address this issue
directly. For instance, IC is currently reevaluating its fossil fuel
consumption to correspond with the 2009 Ithaca College Climate
Action Plan (ICCAP), which calls for IC to be fossil fuel free by
2050. New buildings built today on the IC campus are required to
have a dGEIS and hopefully these documents will be sensitive to the
ICCAP.
The Chain Works District (CWD) has the potential to become the
Comment
ID# 11A
largest consumer of fossil fuels on South Hill within the next
ten to

https://mail.cityofithaca.org/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAABmuq%2fS3BPFT... 5/10/2016
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fifteen years. For this reason I believe the CWD developer,
Unchained Properties (UP), should work cooperatively with IC and
other large energy consumers on South Hill to create a Climate
Action Plan (CAP) that commits all parties to the common goal of
becoming fossil fuel free by 2050 or before.

I realize this is thinking outside the dGEIS box, but adding this
suggestion to the final Generic Environmental Impact Statement
(fGEIS) for the CWD project might be the incentive needed to get
South Hill stakeholders cooperating to create a community based
Comment ID# 11B
CAP for the entire South Hill community.
In my capacity as the President of the South Hill Civic Association
(SHCA) and a founding member of Ithaca Community Energy
(ICE), I recently encouraged facility management from IC, UP and
the South Hill Business Campus (SHBC) to discuss developing a
South Hill Community Microgrid. Community microgrids have
the potential to seriously reduce fossil fuel consumption because
they generated energy within the community, which is most likely to
come from renewable energy sources. All three parties seemed to
be genuinely interested in pursuing the concept of a South Hill
Community Microgrid.
Mitigating climate change should be included in Ithaca's fGEIS for
the Chain Works District if, for no other reason, its sheer size. One
way this could be accomplished is to include in the fGEIS that
monthly meetings be held within the South Hill community to
develop a CAP for South Hill. The SHCA pledges to continue
working with the entire South Hill community on issues related to
fossil fuel reduction and we hope that the fGEIS for the CWD will
help us accomplish our goal.

https://mail.cityofithaca.org/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAABmuq%2fS3BPFT... 5/10/2016
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Comment ID# 12A

Janet Fortess
Sent: Monday, May 09, 2016 10:06 PM
To: Lisa Nicholas

Since 1974 I have lived on Columbia St--across from The Inn on Columbia B&B.
A private development of this magnitude will profoundly change my neighborhood.
I am strongly advocating that Community Sustainable Energy for all of South Hill be an
integral part of the Chain Works Project. This would include working with city/town
government to obtain grants and funding; with NYSEG or other non-NYSEG infrastructures
and the possibility that some of this community sustainable energy would be publicly
owned.
While this private development project may ease the housing shortage and provide many
mixed use benefits, I want you to seriously consider the impact on the South Hill
neighborhood at large and the benefits that incorporating community sustainable energy
would provide both environmentally and economically.
Thank you,
Janet Fortess
225 Columbia St.
Ithaca
Virus-free. www.avast.com

https://mail.cityofithaca.org/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAABmuq%2fS3BPFT... 5/10/2016
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Chain Works District GEIS Comment
Cynthia Brock [donotreply@wordpress.com]
Sent: Sunday, May 08, 2016 11:57 PM
To: Lisa Nicholas; chainworksdistrict@gmail.com

Name: Cynthia Brock

Comment ID# 8X

Email: cbrock@cityofithaca.org
Comment: Please find below my comments on barium, cadmium and reactive sulfides contamination as
outlined in the March 8, 2016 Chain Works dGEIS. I am sending this by email to Ms. Nicholas, Ms.
Karen Cahill and text online at https://chainworksdistrict.com/geis/.
Comment on barium, cadmium and reactive sulfide contamination.
Please see G1 Phase II ESA – March 2014.
Section VIII (page 4, 10) Residual Building Materials & Concrete. Figures 4 and 9. Table 5E and 6B.
ESA Statement Summary:

Comment ID# 8X

1) Residual materials and concrete within the buildings were tested and TCLP Metals were identified
above the characteristic of hazardous waste criteria. This was found in:
a) Salt Pot Area Residual Material (building 13A, 14)
b) Salt Pot Area Concrete (building 13A, 14) {Barium found at 19.6 times hazardous waste criteria} Salt
Pot 1, B13A-MW-2, B13A-MH-3
c) Former Plating Area (building 34 – slated for industrial use) {Cadmium found at 2.03 times
hazardous waste criteria} B34-CC-1
d) Residual Materials in Sanitary/Wastewater Conveyance Piping, Manholes & Pits
e) PCB impacts (since addressed in Building 24.
2) Reactive Sulfides exceeding landfill hazardous waste criteria were found in concrete in buildings, 4, 8
and 13A. B13A-MH3, B4-MW1, B8-MW-1

Comment ID# 8X
Comment:
The G4 Phase II Supplemental RI Work Plan does not include plans to further investigate or characterize
the hazardous contamination imbedded in concrete in walls and floors identified in 1a, b, c, and 2 above.
Figures and Tables in the G1 Phase II ESA notes that Building 13A and Building 34 was impacted by
plating activities, and describes the limited testing that was conducted as part of the ESA, stating further
that more investigation is needed.
As buildings 13A and 34 are slated to be retained and reused for industrial use, and building 4 is slated
Comment
for residential use, expanded investigation of contamination in concrete and residual materials
should be ID# 8Y
included in the G4 Supplemental RI Work Plan.
Time: May 8, 2016 at 11:57 pm
IP Address: 68.175.135.110
Contact Form URL: https://chainworksdistrict.com/geis/
Sent by an unverified visitor to your site.

https://mail.cityofithaca.org/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAABmuq%2fS3BPFT... 5/10/2016
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Chain Works District GEIS Comment
Cynthia Brock [donotreply@wordpress.com]
Sent: Sunday, May 08, 2016 10:13 AM
To: Lisa Nicholas; chainworksdistrict@gmail.com

Name: Cynthia Brock
Email: cbrock@cityofithaca.org
Comment: To: Lisa Nicholas
From: Cynthia Brock
Date: 08 May 2016 6 pages

Comment ID# 8H

Please find below my comments on storm water management as outlined in the March 8, 2016 Chain
Works dGEIS. I am sending this by email to Ms. Nicholas, Ms. Karen Cahill and text online at
https://chainworksdistrict.com/geis/.
Comment on storm water management.
Chapter 5.3.1.1 (page 5-27) Surface Water and Hydrogeological Setting.
dGEIS Statement: A historical incident of flooding occurred in March 2011. The property of Jennifer
Cleland, located on Spencer Street, experienced water flowing across her property during a prolonged,
intense rain event. The on-site, unnamed tributary south of the developed portion of the Site (POS-E)
had filled with stone and silt. This caused the unnamed tributary to overflow its banks and the runoff
flowed to the base of the hill, crossing Ms. Cleland’s property. The unnamed tributary was cleaned of all
sediment on October 2011, and there have not been any additional incidents of flooding. This unnamed
tributary receives surface water runoff from the Site and upstream properties including Ithaca College.

Comment ID# 8I
Comment:
i) On October 13, 2013, I (Cynthia Brock) sent a letter to the City of Ithaca Planning Board with regard
to the ongoing stormwater issues of the property impacting homes and properties downgradient at 333
Spencer Road, Ithaca. The letter stated:
“I am requesting that the Planning & Development Board require, as a condition to be fulfilled prior to
the approval of the subdivision, that the applicant install adequate and acceptable stormwater
management systems in accordance with municipal standards, as allowed under NY GCT Law §33(2)
(c). As an alternative to the requirement of the installation of adequate and acceptable stormwater
management systems, prior to Planning and Development Board approval, a performance bond or other
security sufficient to cover the full cost of the same, as estimated by the Planning & Development Board
or department designated by the Planning & Development Board shall be furnished to the City of Ithaca
by the applicant, as allowed under NY GCT Law §33(8)(a).

Please see the below video of water flowing through the driveway of 333 Spencer Road.
http://www.flickr.com/photos/56518850@N05/9723036039/
Over the past several years, 333 Spencer Road, the property immediately down gradient of the
established stream/channel on Emerson’s property, has been experiencing storm water runoff and

Comment ID# 8I

https://mail.cityofithaca.org/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAABmuq%2fS3BPFT... 5/10/2016
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Comment ID# 8I
property damage during high rain events as a consequence of storm water jumping the banks of the
established swale on Emerson’s property and redirecting onto 333 Spencer Road.

The above photo was created by Scott Gibson, the City’s Stormwater Management Officer, on 18
October 2013. Please also see the prior report produced by Scott Gibson and Ray Benjamin dated 5
October 2010, attached.
Ongoing communication over the years between the property owners Cleland and Stundtner and
Emerson Power Transmission, in addition to appeals to the City and the City’s BoardComment
of Public Works
ID# 8I
(October and November 2010) have been unsuccessful in securing a remedy to 333 Spencer Road for
the tremendous negative impact of storm water runoff.
NYGCT Law §33 specifies that the before the approval of the Planning & Development Board, the
Board shall require that the land be of such character that it can be safely used for building purposes
without drainage or other menace to neighboring properties or the public health, safety and welfare.

I respectfully request that the Planning & Development Board require, as a condition to be fulfilled prior
to the approval of the subdivision, that the applicant install adequate and acceptable stormwater
management systems in accordance with municipal standards, as allowed under NY GCT Law §33(2)
(c).
Cynthia Brock
First Ward Alderperson, City of Ithaca
398-0883”

Comment ID# 8J

ii) Stormwater runoff continues to be a problem for homes downgradient of ChainWorks Property.
Visual inspections of the area on October 18, 2013 with Scott Gibson shows substantial erosion of the
bank of the sweeping driveway into the stream at its base resulting in water jumping the established
streambed and running off in sheets downhill.

Discussions with Jennifer Cleland and Robert Stundtner affirms that stormwater deposits into their
property and those south of 333 Spencer Road and floods back yards and the City street. It is evident
that erosion of the retaining wall is negatively impacting the movement of the water away from the
streambed and into private property, and immediate remedial action must be taken.
Chapter 5.5.1.7 (page 5-49) Southwestern Portion of Site - Building 30/Rice Paddy/Driveway Area.
dGEIS Statement: Based on disturbances seen on historical aerials and prior testing which identified
ID# 8J
elevated concentrations of metals, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) and semi-volatile Comment
organic
compounds (SVOCs) in the vicinity of Building 30, LaBella advanced test borings and test pits in the
area of Building 30, the ‘Rice Paddy’ area, and in the area of the service road that extends south to the
surface water tributary to Six Mile Creek. This testing identified metals (arsenic, barium, cadmium,
chromium, copper, and lead) in several samples of soil/fill materials at concentrations above the
NYSDEC Part 375-6 Restricted Residential and/or Protection of Groundwater SCOs. Pesticides were
detected in one sample within the Rice Paddy area at concentrations above the NYSDEC Part 375-6
Restricted Residential SCOs and the same sample also detected PCBs above the Protection of
Groundwater SCO. Samples from this area analyzed for Full Toxicity Characteristic Leachate Procedure
(TCLP) did not identify any concentrations above the characteristic hazardous waste criteria. TCE and

https://mail.cityofithaca.org/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAABmuq%2fS3BPFT... 5/10/2016
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perchloroethylene (PCE) were also detected in a soil sample just north of Building 30, but only the TCE
concentration exceeded the Restricted Residential SCO. Figures 6B and 7B of the Phase II ESA
(included in Appendix G1) illustrate the location of samples from this area and summarize the
Comment ID# 8J
significant soil and groundwater sampling results. (emphasis mine)

Chapter 5.5.2 (page 5-55) Potential Impacts.
dGEIS Statement: As previously noted, multiple AOCs were found to have contaminants exceeding
their cleanup standards for groundwater and soil, including TCE, barium, cyanide, and petroleum
product. Areas of the Site, including the driveway area, Rice Paddy (area southwest of Building 34) and
sediments in ditches, which are down gradient from the core structures, were found to have heavy
metals, PCBs, VOCs, and SVOCs in the soil, sediment and groundwater exceeding their NYSDEC
cleanup standards. If not addressed, over time these contaminants can have impacts to the public health
and the environment. Specifically,
impacts in soil can leach to groundwater or if within the surface soil can be a potential contact issue for
people on-site or off-site if erosion occurs. Furthermore, impacts in subsurface soils can be a concern in
the event that future ground intrusive work encounters these impacts and they are not properly handled.
Impacts in groundwater can migrate off-site and based on geologic setting and hydrology at the Site can
present in surface water downgradient in locations where bedrock fractures outcrop at the surface
creating seeps. (emphasis mine)

Comment ID# 8K

Comment:
The areas identified as CW4 are proposed by the developer to be cleaned up to Industrial Standards.
However, due to the
i) high levels of soil and groundwater contamination found in Areas of Concern 28, 29, 30 and 31
exceeding RR and Industrial Standards, and
ii) proximity of these areas to streams and waterways with known stormwater erosion issues (see photos
and comments above), and
iii) immediate impact of stormwater on neighboring residential properties and the Southwest Flats with
known flooding issues whereby floodwaters disperse to numerous residential and commercial properties
and Six Mile Creek, spanning many acres and taking days to drain, and
iv) fact that Six Mile Creek is a tributary that feeds into the Cayuga Lake Watershed and is a source of
drinking water for Bolton Point and residents throughout the area, and that Six Mile Creek provides
economic, recreational and aesthetic value to Tompkins County,
I request that the CW4 area be redrawn to be limited to Buildings 33 and 34 and that all other areas be
re-classified as CW3, and all soil and groundwater be required to be remediated to Restricted Residential
standards.
Time: May 8, 2016 at 10:13 am
IP Address: 68.175.135.110
Contact Form URL: https://chainworksdistrict.com/geis/
Sent by an unverified visitor to your site.

https://mail.cityofithaca.org/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAABmuq%2fS3BPFT... 5/10/2016
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Chain Works District GEIS Comment
Thomas A Clavel [donotreply@wordpress.com]
Sent: Friday, May 06, 2016 1:03 PM
To: Lisa Nicholas; chainworksdistrict@gmail.com

Name: Thomas A Clavel

Comment ID# 19A

Email: tomclavel@gmail.com
Comment: Before this project starts is our only chance to clean up the site. It needs to be completely
cleaned up before construction, or the the construction work will without any doubt release more
underground contaminants to the entire neighborhood.
Given the horizontal and vertical faults in our shale, there is no realistic way to cap the contamination.
Once the site is occupied, we will not be able to get to the bottom of anything, as in many cases we
would have to get underneath the buildings.
Failing to clean out the toxins will kill people. If you are looking for a legal way to kill random
strangers, this is it.
Time: May 6, 2016 at 1:03 pm
IP Address: 96.238.157.104
Contact Form URL: https://chainworksdistrict.com/geis/
Sent by an unverified visitor to your site.

https://mail.cityofithaca.org/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAABmuq%2fS3BPFT... 5/10/2016
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Comments on Chain Works District re off-site drum disposal area
Cynthia Brock
Sent:
Saturday, May 14, 2016 4:17 PM
To:
Lisa Nicholas; Cahill, Karen [kacahill@gw.dec.state.ny.us]
Cc:
George McGonigal; Cynthia Brock
Attachments: 2016.05.14 Chain Works dGE~1.pdf (552 KB)

Please find below my comments on Area of Concern #10 Off-Site Drum Disposal as
outlined in the March 8, 2016 Chain Works dGEIS. I am sending this by email to
Ms. Nicholas, Ms. Karen Cahill and text online at
https://chainworksdistrict.com/geis/.
Comment on Area of Concern #10 Off-Site Drum Disposal.
Please see G2 – Supplemental Remedial Investigation Report – April 2008. Section
3.1.9 (page 18) AOC 10 Former Drum Area (Woods) and Figures 3 and 4.

Comment ID# 8G
Comment:
As indicated in the Figures above and in the Supplemental RI – April 2008,
approximately 200 55-gallon drums were removed from the wooded areas both on
and off the property between 1980 and 2004. A great number of these drums
were located off of Emerson’s property, and clear indication shows they were
placed there in association with industrial activities conducted on-site. This area is
steeply sloped, is directly affected by and exposed to the impacts of erosion and
storm water. Movements of soil and water through this area immediately affects
neighboring residential homes and properties and storm water collection systems
which discharge into Six Mile Creek and Cayuga Lake.
Residential properties on South Cayuga Street, Spencer Road and Morris Heights
Road are downgradient of these drum disposal sites. City Storm Water swales
downgradient of this area drains through the residential Titus Flats area and into
Cayuga Inlet.
Other than 5 shallow borings (0.5’ bgs) performed in Area A, where PCB Aroclor
120 was found in 3 of 5 samples, the other three drum storage locations in AOC
#10 has not been investigated or characterized for soil or groundwater
contamination in either the 2014 or 2015 Phase II investigations.
The DEC should include a complete investigation into all 4 locations in AOC #10 for
soil and groundwater contamination as part of the 2016 Supplemental
Remedial
Comment
ID# 8G
Investigation Work Plan. Any contamination found must be remediated to
Restricted Residential Standards.

Cynthia Brock

https://mail.cityofithaca.org/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAABmuq%2fS3BPFT... 5/16/2016
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Comment ID# 10B

To:
Lisa Nicholas
From: Ken Deschere
Date: 20 May 2016

This memo documents some of my concerns about the high levels of Trichloroethene (TCE) present in and under
the site for the Chain Works District (CWD), as proposed in the Draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement
(DGEIS) accepted as complete by the City of Ithaca Planning Board, acting as Lead Agency,Comment
on March 8, ID#
2016.10B
On page 5-51, the DGEIS states:
5.5.1.14 Soil Vapor Intrusion
The Phase II ESA included soil vapor intrusion (SVI) evaluations in select buildings to confirm previous
SVI results and to assess previously untested buildings, which had the potential for SVI issues. As a
result of previous investigations and the Phase II ESA testing the following buildings at the Site require
SVI monitoring or mitigation:
• Mitigation of Buildings 1, 2 (basement portion), 3, 3A, 4, 4A, 5, 6, 6A, 8, 9, 10, 18, 21, 24, 33
and 34 (it should be noted that NYSDOH recently reduced the Air Guideline for TCE and the
buildings listed account for this change; however, the Phase II ESA report was completed prior
to this change and therefore some buildings were not indicated in the Phase II ESA that are now
included above.)
• Monitoring of Buildings 13A, and 17
These are examples of buildings where recent tests indicate excessive TCE:

Building
1
2
4
5
6

Intended Use
Office/Multi-use
Residential
Residential
Residential
Residential

Indoor Air Test Result
micrograms/cubic meter
2.5
2.3, 2.1
4.7
80
80

Comment ID# 10B

In addition, on page 5-60, the DGEIS states:
Groundwater impacts above groundwater standards will likely require remediation and/or monitoring.
Specifically, this means the following areas will most likely require further monitoring and/or remediation:
I. TCE in Groundwater & Soil – Building 24. Specifically, groundwater impacts were identified
above the Part 703 Groundwater Standards and soil in this area also exceeded
the PartID#
375-6
Comment
10B
Protection of Groundwater SCOs. As such, this area will likely require addressing regardless of
use or development.
To its credit, Emerson installed sub-slab depressurization systems in area OU3 homes (downhill from the plant
site) which had indoor air levels of TCE at 0.8 microgram/cubic meter or above. The health of workers and
residents in these on-site buildings should also be protected. TCE levels in the indoor air should be lowered and
reconfirmed annually to provide this assurance.
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Comments on Chain Works District Draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement
Comments submitted by Robert Stundtner and Jennifer Cleland, owners of 333 Spencer Rd. in
the City of Ithaca, TM 123-3-1, Zoned R2a, proposed as conservation area in the City
Comprehensive Plan. Stundtner has been an owner of the property since 1980.
Comment ID# 14A
5.3 Water Resources
The “unnamed” Class “2” Stream that runs through TM 123-3-1 traverses and drains CW-1 and
CW-2, the CWD north of them, and probably a vast area of South Hill up to at least the King Rd.
intersection. In major rain events where 3-5 inches fall within a short period of time, it has
been the source of significant property damage to 333 Spencer Rd. for the past 36 years.
On four occasions, from 1980 until 2000, the stream flow exceeded the capacity of the culvert
at the bottom of our driveway and the stream blasted out of the stream bed, tossing boulders
and 6” x 2’ x 4’ blocks of sandstone that form a retaining wall directing the flow south parallel
to Spencer Rd. Extensive damage to the bottom of our drive made it impassable on two
ID# 14B
occasions until the City cleared the culvert and temporarily patched the drive Comment
with the dredged
material.
During the 1980’s, a faulty sanitary line that runs parallel to Rt. 96B would leak raw sewage into
the stream whenever there was a thunder storm. We are concerned that this same sanitary
line served as a means of conducting contamination from the old NCR site. It’s hard to believe
that NCR was any more responsible with its use of hazardous materials than subsequent
Comment ID# 14C
industrial owners of the proposed CWD.
Since 2000, there have been three more storm occasions when the stream jumped its bed
within the CWD. This sent 3-4 inches of flow through the property immediately south of us
then topography turned it back north into our property flowing down our driveway. The short
video at https://www.flickr.com/photos/56518850@N05/albums/72157635484257160
shows the flow well after the storm had passed and does not represent max flow. There is a
ID# 14C
second video showing the condition at the culvert under the old rail ROW muchComment
later.
This is caused by large quarried blocks of stone that form the southern edge of the existing
artificial hillside of the developed portion of the CWD sliding into and diverting the stream flow.
Comment ID# 14C
Under normal circumstances this doesn’t manifest itself downhill.
This nuisance may be considered public and/or private. The matter was brought to the
attention of the Emerson facilities staff and we met onsite to review it. They were
noncommittal with next steps. At an early CWD public meeting, we learned that Emerson
claimed to have corrected the issue. Their remediation consisted of moving relatively light
material to the southern edge of the stream bed to build it up. There hasn’t been a recent rain
event to test the effort. Material continues to accumulate and some diversion may still be
occurring, just not at a rate to be noticed downstream.
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Comment ID# 14C

The culvert is currently half plugged and there is evidence that the stream is flowing across the
ROW and eroding the concrete culvert. The stream bed immediately below the culvert is
packed with some of the quarried blocks and it’s starting to divert flow in our yard.
We would like to see this nuisance more convincingly remediated and requirements for
ongoing inspection and maintenance made as a condition in the FEIS.
Comment ID# 14D
5.4 Vegetation and Fauna
We are glad to see that the developer is preserving CW-1. We recommend the same
designation be applied to CW-2.
On May 18, 2016, we attended a dedication and tour of Cornell Plantations’ Fisher Old-Growth
Forest and Natural Area south of Rt. 13 in Newfield. We strolled through shrubland, young
forest and old-growth. The transitions were dramatic and easy to see and understand. A great
deal of change to the vegetation and fauna has occurred to our 2.5 acres over the past 36 years
that is somewhat reflective of the tour. There are still some Ailanthus, but nearly all the
Multiflora Rose is gone and the honeysuckle is greatly diminished, and many of the smaller
Comment
ID# 14D
species of native plants are also gone. Disease seems to have greatly diminished
many of the
hardwoods. Garlic Mustard is everywhere.
Deer have always been present, but now they are clearly over populated. Three were hunted
and died in our yard. Only one was successfully harvested, but the hunter left the organs for us
to deal with. Northern White Cedar planted as a green fence thrived for 20 years and then one
winter the deer stripped the lower 5’ of branches. A couple of weeks ago we counted 10 does
browsing the tender shoots on the hillside.
CW-2 may not contain the most prized vegetation and fauna generally, but it’s evolving and the
dGEIS identifies significant areas of more valuable trees to be potentially sacrificed. It also
makes no assessment of its value as a carbon repository and green space. The birds that nest
there may not be threatened, but we know that the Catbirds will sing their jazz calls happily
Comment ID# 14D
until it evolves to something different or is destroyed by development.
We recommend that the carbon impact of CW-2 development versus remaining wild be
evaluated in the FEIS. Further, we recommend that a triple bottom line evaluation of all
significant projects be undertaken for their economic, social and environmental impacts in our
greater community.
General Comments

Comment ID# 14E

We are very supportive of the adaptive reuse of the former Morse Chain/Emerson industrial
property. We recommend that acceptance of the FEIS and approval of the development be
contingent on first achieving responsible remediation of hazardous contamination left from
26
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Comment ID #F
Comment ID #G

Comment ID #H

previous uses. In order to protect the community and assure remediation, all development
should be limited to the existing footprint before other development takes place. We
recommend that the FEIS include a means to mitigate community impacts during construction.
Finally, we recommend that the FEIS include Ongoing Project Site Maintenance of impacts
originating from the CWD such as storm water impacts and trash.
Respectfully submitted,
Robert Stundtner and Jennifer Cleland
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To:
Lisa Nicholas
From: Cynthia Brock
Date: May 2016
3 page3

Comment ID# 8Z
Please find below my comments on Public Impact on Health and the Environment and Related
Mitigation as outlined in the March 8, 2016 Chain Works dGEIS. I am sending this by email to Ms.
Nicholas, Ms. Karen Cahill and text online at https://chainworksdistrict.com/geis/.

Comment on proposed PUD and PDZ rezoning with regard to addressing extensive contamination on
site and protecting human health.
Without the Chain Works District Development, the Morse Chain/Emerson property is unlikely to see
environmental clean-up of the “multiple areas of concern where contaminants exist, exceeding their
cleanup standard for groundwater, soil and / or sediment, including barium, other heavy metals,
cyanide, petroleum, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and semivolatile organic compounds (SVOCs). If not addressed, these contaminants can have impacts to public
health and the environment.” (ES-5)

ID#
In order to support the Chain Works District Development plan, while also providingComment
both the City
and8Z
Town with the ability to ensure that all applicable environmental cleanup standards have been met
before legal changes in land use through a PDZ or PUD are granted, the City and Town should establish a
Restrictive Declaration on the property, such as is used in NY City and elsewhere, to ensure protection
public health before zoning changes are granted.
Please see the following citations for reference and context:

Use of Restrictive Declarations 1

Comment ID# 8Z
As a condition of certain special permits and some zoning changes, the Commission may
require applicants to sign and record a restrictive declaration that places conditions on the
future use and development of their land. These conditions may be designated to control
building design or land use or to require that impacts caused by the development be
mitigated by the provision of a public space or facility.
The restrictive declaration can be useful as a way of "fine tuning" the
use or bulk
controls
Comment
ID#
8AA
of the standard district regulation where there are features of a site or proposed project
that appear to require specialized conditions or restrictions. It can also be useful as a way
of ensuring that such conditions and restrictions remain binding on the land even if the
proposed project presented in an application does not move forward to completion and
different development takes place.

1

http://tenant.net/Other_Laws/zoning/zonch10.html

1|Page
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Comment ID# 8AB
The restrictive declaration is a covenant running with the land which binds the present
owners and all successors. It, therefore, gives notice to future owners of the conditions
and restrictions that are continuously binding on the land.
Comment ID# 8AC
A Restrictive Declaration on the property will be protective of human health by allowing the property to
be developed in phases, enables site-specific requirements be established and met regarding known
Areas of Environmental Concern, retains municipal control over zoning changes that may take decades
to implement, and runs with the property so as to apply to any and all future property owners.

NYC Code § Section 43-1416: Definitions2

Comment ID# 8AD

n. "Restrictive declaration hazardous material site" means a property with an
institutional control, arising from a city environmental quality review and recorded by the
property owner, which requires a potential hazardous material condition to be addressed
to the office's satisfaction before the property can be developed or an action involving
soil disturbance can be undertaken.
Comment
ID#of8AE
o. "Recognized environmental condition" means the presence or likely
presence
any
hazardous substances on a property under conditions that indicate an existing release, a
past release, or a material threat of a release of any hazardous substances into structures
on the property or into the ground, ground water, or surface water of the property. The
term includes hazardous substances even under conditions in compliance with laws. The term
does not include de minimus conditions that generally do not present material risk of harm to
public health or the environment.

Comment ID# 8AF
Remediating Contaminated Sites in New York Under the E-Designation
3
Program
40 The E- Designation rules apply where one or more tax lots are in an area that is subject to a
zoning amendment and are not under the control or ownership of the person seeking the zoning
amendment and have been identified as likely to be developed as a direct consequence of the
rezoning action. 15 RCNY §24-02. Therefore, for those lots under the control or ownership of the
person seeking the zoning amendment DEP requires a Restrictive Declaration to ensure that
required sampling and remediation occur prior to issuance of any DOB permit and that
development otherwise proceeds in a manner that is protective of human health and the
environment. The Restrictive Declaration is recorded in the land records and is binding on all
future owners or lessees or assigns. Thus, the Restrictive Declaration can be an effective tool for
ensuring that the site use remains unchanged and that no alterations occur to the site without DEP
approval to ensure potential impacts from hazardous materials has been properly addressed.

2

https://rules.cityofnewyork.us/content/section-43-1416-definitions

3

https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=4&ved=0ahUKEwjavpnQuOvMAhUDbB4KH
WmnBwcQFggyMAM&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.environmental-law.net%2Fwpcontent%2Fuploads%2F2011%2F09%2FNYCDEP-EDesignation.pdf&usg=AFQjCNHh0VVO4l_ZuiCDSSEDo4MwkcLOJg&sig2=p2IX5Ms_0Cn6AIhylpQDeA&cad=rja

2|Page
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Comment ID# 8AG
Although the below flowchart outlining the Australian rezoning guidelines is different from the
Restrictive Declaration program used by NYC, it is nonetheless informative in demonstrating how
needed pauses and checks are required before zoning decisions are made. Taken from Managing Land
Contamination Planning Guidelines, New South Wales Dept. of Urban Affairs and Planning,
Environmental Protection Agency, 1998. P234

4

https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&cad=rja&uact=8&sqi=2&ved=0ahUKEwj
uyLWxiezMAhXD7R4KHfpTCl0QFggcMAA&url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.planningportal.nsw.gov.au%2Fsites%2Fdefa
ult%2Ffiles%2Fmanaging_land_contamination_planning_guidelines_sepp_55.pdf&usg=AFQjCNHQihCywQUfSAaC
mHpnhHrdbK6ZZQ&sig2=vQFPJymhs-53-ybYdVOpaA

3|Page
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Chain Works District GEIS Comment
Cynthia Brock [donotreply@wordpress.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 25, 2016 9:42 AM
To: Lisa Nicholas; chainworksdistrict@gmail.com

Name: Cynthia Brock

Comment ID# 8AH

Email: cbrock@cityofithaca.org
Comment: Please find below my comments on seeps as outlined in the March 8, 2016 Chain Works
dGEIS. I am sending this by email to Ms. Nicholas, Ms. Karen Cahill and text online at
https://chainworksdistrict.com/geis/.
Comment on seeps.
Please see G1 Phase II ESA – March 2014. Section VII (page 14) Sediments and Seeps.
ESA Statement:
Based on surface contours and drainage ways at the Site, sediment samples were collected to evaluate
potential areas of accumulated contaminants. Drainage areas are located down gradient of the main plant
building and samples of sediment from two drainage areas identified concentrations of SVOCs, Metals,
Pesticides and PCBs at concentrations that exceed the criteria identified in NYSDEC Technical
Guidance for Screening Contaminated Sediments (1999). These sediment areas are located down
gradient (northwest) of Buildings 17/18 and Building 34. The extent of sediments and impacts to
sediments (depth and lateral extent) were not evaluated within the scope of the initial Phase II ESA.
Based on the impacts above the NYSDEC sediment criteria, the two sediment areas below the main
plant building appear to warrant further evaluation of these impacts to support a Restricted Residential
use for this Site.
Comment ID# 8AH
Four seep samples were also analyzed. One seep sample was collected from below the former
transformer pad on the western side of Building 24. This seep flows into a drainage feature that runs
parallel to Building 24 and flows to the north. This sample was analyzed for PCBs and VOCs; although
PCBs were not identified above laboratory method detection limits, TCE was detected at a concentration
over 6 times the Groundwater Standard in this sample. In addition, CVOC impacts of shallow soil were
identified in the vicinity of this seep in the split soil sample collected from LBA-MW-24 by WSP. This
seep sample is also noted in the discussion in Building 24 VOCs as it is downgradient of groundwater
impacts identified in that area. Also, one of two seep samples collected from the basement of Building
18 (numerous pipes with running water were observed entering the basement) identified concentrations
of cis-1,2-DCE and Vinyl Chloride above the Part 703 Groundwater Standard (15 ppb and 9.6 ppb in the
seep as compared to their standard of 5 ppb and 2 ppb, respectively). The seeps in the basement of
Building 18 are conveyed into drainage piping and determining the discharge location of this piping was
beyond the scope of the Phase II ESA. In addition, a seep emanating from the retaining wall at the top of
South Cayuga Street (directly down gradient of the Former 507 Degreaser Area) detected TCE at a 7.9
ppb, slightly above the Part 703 Groundwater Standard of 5 ppb. This seep discharges directly to the
ground surface.
Please see G4 Phase II Supplemental RI Work Plan – October 2015. Section 3.3 (page 24) Seeps.
RI Statement:
Comment ID# 8AH
During due diligence environmental investigations, seep samples were collected at three locations at the

https://mail.cityofithaca.org/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAABmuq%2fS3BPFT... 5/25/2016
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site and analyzed for VOCs: from a pipe emanating from the transformer pad at Building 24 (B24-extseep), two locations beneath Building 18 (B18-Seep-1 and B18-Seep-2), and along the retaining wall
Comment ID# 8AH
north of Building 4 (LD-Seep-3). The locations are shown in Figure 11. The analytical results presented
in Table 9 indicate exceedances of the groundwater standards for cis-1,2-DCE, TCE, vinyl chloride or a
combination thereof in samples collected from B24-ext-seep, B18-Seep-1, and LD-Seep-3.

As part of the supplemental investigation activities, samples of the seepage will be collected at each of
the above referenced locations and analyzed for VOCs in conjunction with the initial round of
groundwater sampling. The sample associated with Building 24 will be collected from the remaining
portion of the pipe not removed during completion of the Self-Implementing PCB Remediation Work
Plan (WSP 2014). It is believed that this pipe is part of a foundation drain system based on its location;
it continues to discharge to the storm water collection system (discussed below). If accessible, a video
survey will be conducted inside the pipe to confirm its direction and location beneath the building. In
addition, the sump located to the east, inside the building, will also be inspected to determine if the pipe
is connected to the sump. As a temporary measure, WSP installed a carbon treatment sock at the
discharge point for the pipe beneath Building 24, prior to discharge to the nearby drainage ditch.

Comment ID# 8AH
Comment:
Both the 2014 and 2015 Phase II investigations identified “exceedances in groundwater standards for
cis-1,2-DCE, TCE, vinyl chloride or a combination thereof” at Building 24 (B24-EXT-SEEP), Building
18 (B18-SEEP-1) and Building 4 (LD-SEEP-3) which had not been previously identified. All three
locations have been discharging contaminated water into the ground and into City storm sewer systems
and trenches… presumably for decades.
Previous investigations in Operable Unit 3 had been based on the assumption that groundwater
contamination originated from the NCR Sewer, and the Fire Water Reservoir and Degreasing Area,
travelling through fractures and water mains associated with South Aurora Street and South Cayuga
Street.

Comment ID# 8AH
For the last 10 years +/- Emerson and the DEC have done a tremendous amount of work to investigate
and characterize the impacts of the known groundwater plumes on neighboring homes.
The Supplemental RI investigates both the Building 24 and LD-SEEP-3/MW-10B seeps outlining two
newly identified plumes, which should be expanded to determine not only how the contamination has
impacted the property itself, but also downgradient homes and the City’s storm water and water and
sewer lines and trenches which are transmission pathways extending down Turner Place and South
Cayuga Street.
The source of contamination for B18-SEEP-1 and B18-SEEP-2 has not yet been fully investigated
or ID# 8AH
Comment
characterized. The discharge from these locations drains into SRI-SW-3 and presumably into Open
Ditch 1, downgradient of Outfall 001 (see Figure 14A, Phase II RI Oct 2015) and into municipal storm
water systems.
As an aside, the fact that CVOC levels in and around the Fire Water Reservoir continue to be so high
(MW-2B at >20,000 ug/l) despite the pump and treat system in place, is deeply concerning.
The Supplemental RI Work Plan should be expanded to include (a) investigation and characterization of
the depth and breadth of the B18-SEEP-1 and B18-SEEP-2 contamination; (b) investigation as to the

Comment ID #AH

https://mail.cityofithaca.org/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAABmuq%2fS3BPFT... 5/25/2016
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Comment ID #8AI
Page 3 of 3

Comment ID #8AJ

Comment ID #8AK

impact of both the Building 24 plume on Turner Place and the LD-SEEP-3/MS-10B plume on South
Cayuga Street municipal water and sewer systems and trenches; and (c) impact of the plumes on
downgradient properties.

Finally, upon remediation of the spills, the property owner is responsible for replacing downgradient
water and sewer systems and trenches and implementing containment strategies to ensure that
contaminated soil and groundwater will not continue to migrate off-site or into municipal storm water
systems.
Time: May 25, 2016 at 9:42 am
IP Address: 68.175.144.104
Contact Form URL: https://chainworksdistrict.com/geis/
Sent by an unverified visitor to your site.
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Fwd: Chain Works
claudia georgia
Sent: Wednesday, May 25, 2016 12:38 PM
To: Lisa Nicholas

---------- Forwarded message ---------From: claudia georgia <
Date: Wed, May 25, 2016 at 12:34 PM
Subject: Re: Chain Works
To: Cynthia Brock <cynthia.ny8@gmail.com>

I'll send it! Thanks! Clo
On Wed, May 25, 2016 at 12:07 PM, Cynthia Brock
wrote:
Thanks Claudia, your comments are helpful and reminds us that there are many people affected by
this site in ways that haven't been fully discussed.
Lisa Nicholas is responsible for receiving comments. Can you email this to her at
LNicholas@cityofithaca.org?
Thanks again!
Cynthia

On Wednesday, May 25, 2016, claudia georgia

> wrote:

---------- Forwarded message ---------From: claudia georgia <c
Date: Wed, May 25, 2016 at 11:36 AM
Subject: Chain Works
To: jcornish@cityofithaca.org

Dear Joann,

Comment
ID# 16A
I am writing to you regarding my concerns about the Chain Works District Project.
I am worried
about the toxic waste that has been buried on the hill for years and the effects it has on the ground
water, vegetation and fauna on South Hill and what has seeped downhill to the Spencer Road area
and beyond.
I have
lived at 411 Spencer Road for 22 years, and experience a flood of water a score of years ago. My
side yards ,the basement, my neighbor's home looked like Buttermilk
Falls. Being
that16B
Stone
Comment
ID#
Quarry Road is in my backyard and the Chain Works is up and beyond, I have always wondered
where the water came from. Another concern I have is that my home is built into the hillside as
well as 413 Spencer Road( both homes were built 1920's, by the same builder) and the basements
have shale and rock walls. Water does move through the back stone walls which are controlled by

https://mail.cityofithaca.org/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAABmuq%2fS3BPFT... 5/25/2016

Comment ID# 16C
34

Chain Works District DGEIS - All Comments recieved as of 8-30-16
Fwd: Chain Works

Page 2 of 2

Comment ID# 16D

ditches and drains.The water runs off to the under ground systems to travel where ever it goes. On
an rare events water will rush through the shale, the basement and disappear into the ground. My
concern is water makes it's own way through rock and since Chain Works is at the top of the hill
and I'm at the bottom, is toxic stuff coming through my home via the water table? And the
neighbors? Several seasons ago, by the round about at Spencer Street, Albany Street and
where
Comment
ID# 16E
Spencer Road meets, the ice frozen on the shale wall there had colorful colors due to testing of the
runoff from Chain Works, that too has me wondering about the pollution from the sites and where
does it all go to when it is in the underground water table?
The draft also indicates that the traffic will not be an issue from Danby Road, through West King
Road down Stone Quarry Road to Spencer Road. I don't agree with that. Being that traffic is a big
issue here on the 400 block and especially now with the new Stone Quarry Apts. I watch school age
children, disabled persons and families navigating the the road with no sidewalk and a blind corner
to deal with to catch school buses, walk their pets or catching city bus and or just walking from
shopping or biking down to Buttermilk Falls or wherever people go. The traffic will increase from
up above to down the hill where there are no traffic lights only a single stop sign at the bottom of
the hill. I believe the traffic will continue to grow and be more of a problem in the future. I have
attended several meeting regarding the Chain Works, and I am impressed with the knowledge and
dedication of residents of South Hill, Spencer Road and especially Cynthia Brock in working
through the multitude of paper and binders of information regarding Chain Works District Project. I
do find it a great idea to do something with the property,but only after all safe guards are set for safe
Comment ID# 16F
removal of all contamination, underground water tables are clean and safe. And the area not
deemed a toxic waste land. I am in favor reestablishing the Ithaca's Superfund CAG.

Thank you Joann for taking the time for my comments and forwarding them to the Powers to
be.
Respectfully,
Claudia Georgia

-Sent from Gmail Mobile

https://mail.cityofithaca.org/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAABmuq%2fS3BPFT... 5/25/2016
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Chain Works District GEIS Comment
Hilary Lambert [donotreply@wordpress.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 25, 2016 1:59 PM
To: Lisa Nicholas; chainworksdistrict@gmail.com

Name: Hilary Lambert
Email: steward@cayugalake.org
Comment: May 25, 2016
Lisa Nicholas, AICP, Senior Planner
Planning Division, City of Ithaca
108 E Green Street
Ithaca, NY 14850
RE: Comments, Chain Works Draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement (DGEIS).
Dear Lisa Nicholas:

Comment ID# 20A

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. Thank you for the excellent research and
reporting provided in the DGEIS, and for the comment period extension.
Legacy pollution problems bedevil many communities. Hidden, forgotten, and undocumented pollutants
lead to degradation of our land and water resources, property value losses, and a downward spiral in
community health and hope.
Ithaca’s South Hill drains to creeks, stormwater, water and sewer lines and groundwater that should,
according to the federal Clean Water Act and other long-standing water protection laws, supply
drinkable and swimmable water for Ithaca residents and to Cayuga Lake, a major recreational and
drinking water resource for our region.
Instead, the air and water pollution legacy of South Hill’s past industrial enterprises has become a longrunning nightmare for residents, property owners, businesses and public agencies. The excellent Chain
Works District project proposal has become ensnared in the failure of earlier cleanup and mitigation
efforts to effectively deal with and clean up this area for new uses.
There is no right way to do the wrong thing. Prior to moving forward with the Chain Works District
project, further investigations and effective cleanup of the site and affected areas downslope must be
completed.
We support the concerns of Cynthia Brock and others that the original sources of chemical contaminants
Comment
ID# 20B
have yet to be identified and located, let alone cleaned up. These tasks must be completed
before new
development is approved here. And those responsible must fulfill their cleanup obligations. Specifically,
we support Brock’s statement as follows:
“The Supplemental RI Work Plan should be expanded to include (a) investigation and characterization
of the depth and breadth of the B18-SEEP-1 and B18-SEEP-2 contamination; (b) investigation as to the
impact of both the Building 24 plume on Turner Place and the LD-SEEP-3/MS-10B plume on South
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Cayuga Street municipal water and sewer systems and trenches; and (c) impact of the plumes on
downgradient properties.

Finally, upon remediation of the spills, the property owner is responsible for replacing downgradient
water and sewer systems and trenches and implementing containment strategies to ensure that
contaminated soil and groundwater will not continue to migrate off-site or into municipal storm water
systems.”
In a crowding world complicated by climate change, clean water is our most precious resource. Failure
to clean up these old pollution problems will create new ones for our community’s heirs.
Sincerely yours,
Hilary Lambert
Steward/Executive Director
Cayuga Lake Watershed Network
POB 348 Aurora NY 13016
www.cayugalake.org
Cayuga Lake Watershed Network Mission and Motto:
The Cayuga Lake Watershed Network identifies key threats to Cayuga Lake
and its watershed, and it advocates for solutions
that support a healthy environment
and sustainable, vibrant communities.
It takes a Network to protect a watershed.
###
Time: May 25, 2016 at 1:59 pm
IP Address: 67.249.137.234
Contact Form URL: https://chainworksdistrict.com/geis/
Sent by an unverified visitor to your site.

https://mail.cityofithaca.org/owa/?ae=Item&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAABmuq%2fS3BPFT... 5/25/2016
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Subject: Chainworks Comments

Comment ID# 21A

Chainworks Traffic Study Comments
It is unclear which of the mitigation measures listed in the report the applicant is proposing to
accomplish as part of developing the site and which mitigation measures are recommended by the traffic
study, in general. A list of the proposed mitigation measures (signal optimization, road diets, other) by
the applicant should be provided with associated timeline in development when the mitigations measures
will be implemented.
The following intersections are projected to degrade to LOS E or worse operation under Phase 1
operations. Mitigation measures should be provided by the applicant to prevent this degradation:
o Prospect Street/ S Aurora Street
o S Aurora Street/Columbia Street
o S Aurora Street/Site Access 3
o E State Street/Pine Tree Road
The following intersections are projected to degrade to LOS E or worse operation under Phase 2
operations. Mitigation measures should be provided to prevent this degradation. The proposed peak hour
parking restriction on Eastbound E State Street at Aurora Street is not acceptable for the City.
o Prospect Street/ S Aurora Street
o S Aurora Street/Columbia Street
o S Aurora Street/Site Access 3
o Cayuga Street/Clinton Street
o E State Street/Pine Tree Road
Comment ID# 21B
o E State Street/Aurora Street
o E State Street/Seneca Way
Comment
ID# 21C
A plan must be provided for proposed timing of installation of a traffic signal at site Access Point 1 and
4
relative to development.
Based on a review of the projected site trip distribution, it appears that a higher percentage of vehicles
accessing the site from Cayuga Street/Albany Street from the north and Clinton Street/Green Street
Seneca Street might access the site via the Cayuga Street and Turner Place access point than what is
assumed in the study. Given this potential, there is concern that additional traffic would impact the
character of these existing, low traffic, narrow dead-end roadways. This raises significant concerns for
the impacts on these roadways whether these are appropriate access points for the proposed site.
. As stated in the traffic study, the pedestrian network between the site and anticipated pedestrian
destinations is not complete. The internal sidewalk network is also not complete. Due to this limitatation
it appears some of the trip reduction assupmtions for walking might be lower than assumed in the report.
Further justification of the reduction or proposed improvements to the pedestrian network should be Comment ID# 21D
evaluated. As an example, the existing sidewalk along Cayuga Street near the site is in very poor
condition.
f A figure should be provided Comment
showing anticipated
ID#21E am, pm and daily traffic at key intersections internal to
Comment ID# 21F
the site.
The TDM section of the report describes many strategies that could be used at the site but does not
provide a plan to ensure implementation. A more structured plan is needed to justify trip reductions.
It is unclear from the traffic study if ingress-only or full access will be provided to the site via Cayuga
Street. The site plan shows 2-way circulation. The Phase 1 trip generation figure (5.7-22) shows ingress
Comment ID# 21G
and egress traffic, while the Phase 2 trip generation shown no egress traffic from the site.
The proposed signalized traffic signal on Aurora Street at Site Access 1 is located approximately 325 feet
from the existing traffic signal at the intersection of S Aurora Street and Hillview Place. Given the close
proximity of the proposed traffic signal spacing, it will be necessary to coordinate the traffic signals in
order to prevent unacceptable queueing and delay between the intersections. Detailed analysis must be
provided proving that adequate progression can be provided with this minimal spacing. Additionally, the
Comment ID# 21H
existing controller at the Hillview Place/S Aurora Street intersection is likely not capable of such
coordination and would probably need to be replaced by the applicant along with any related
Comment ID# 21I
infrastructure in order to accomplish coordination of the two traffic signals.
Further information on the methodology used to estimate origin/destination of trips to and from the site
Comment ID# 21J
should be provided to justify assumed trip distribution.
A queue analysis is needed at the proposed site access locations to determine if anticipated queues will
spill back into internal intersections or onto adjacent roadways. Available queue spacing appears
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Comment ID# 21K
especially limited exiting the site at Site Access 1.
It is unclear why the site plan does not show proposed sidewalk along the S Aurora Street frontage near
Comment ID# 21L
Residential Area N18.
A technical appendix must be provided with the HCM analysis spreadsheets, any traffic signal and turn
lane warrants and trip generation and reduction analysis (including relevant sheets from Trip Generation
Handbook and Shared Parking). More detailed spreadsheets illustrating the specific trip reductions for
internalization, transit, walking, pass-by trips and other factors should be shown separately for Comment ID# 21M
verification of calculations.
Some areas of the site plan are labeled with the total number of parking spaces. Please label all parking
areas with total spaces per area for ease of review and provide analysis to verify that sufficient parking
Comment ID# 21N
will exist for all land uses without need for long walking distances.
It is unclear from the site plan where the proposed bus stop locations will be provided and whether these
bus accommodations at these sites will be accessible the ADA standards. Further information should
be
Comment
ID# 21O
provided, including timeline for implementation.
It is unclear where stop signs will be provided in the grid of streets in the vicinity of Housing areas N27 –
Comment ID# 21P
N38.
Turning movement analysis should be provided to demonstrate that the roadway area south of
Comment ID# 21Q
Residential Area N38 is sufficient for turnaround of vehicles.
Comment ID# 21R
Stop signs are not shown on the site plan for egress from Site Access 3.
The stop sign shown near Residential Area N4 appears to be misplaced. It was probably intended to be
Comment ID# 21S
located at the nearby four-leg intersection with only one stop sign shown.
The driveway access to Residential Area N2 appears as if vehicles will need to pull in and out directly into
an internal intersection. Clarification should be provided on the access scheme.
Comment ID# 21T
It appears that the orientation of vehicles accessing Lower Morse Place from the parking lot south of
Building 18 could create sight distance limitations based on its acute intersection angle. The intersection
of Lower Morse Place with South Cayuga Street presents similar limitations. Sight distance should be
investigated at these locations.
Comment ID# 21U
Analysis for signalized intersections should show operations of individual turning movements at the
intersection instead of just overall level of service.
Comment ID #21V
The study should clarify on what basis the existing, base condition, and future with-development
conditions signal timing/phasing assumptions were based.
Comment ID# 21W
Please provide clarification of what sections of the site pertain to “Areas A-G” shown in figures 5.7-15-21.
A site plan should be provided illustrating what portion of the internal site circulation path and site access
points will be developed with Phase 1 of development.
Comment ID# 21X
Comment ID# 21Y
Capacity analysis should be provide for the intersection of Cayuga Street/Spencer Street
A sight distance evaluation should be provided for all proposed access points.
Comment ID# 21Z
The number of PM peak egress trips shown in Figure 5.7-22 appears to show 124 egress vehicles, while
the trip generation table shows 143 egress trips.
Comment ID# 21AA
Warrants should be provided to demonstrate the potential need for left-turn phasing on eastbound State
Street at Stewart Avenue before and after development of Phases 1 and 2 of the site.
Comment ID# 21AB
Eastbound Clinton Street traffic left-turn and through volumes approaching Turner Place on Figure 5.722 appear to be switched. Please verify that the analysis reflects correct volumes.
Comment ID# 21AC
Phase 1 and Phase 2 PM Peak development scenarios shown in Figures 5.7-28 and 5.7-30 show
improvement of the eastbound Columbia Street approach to S Aurora Street relative to background
condition. Please verify that this reflects the analysis results correctly.
Comment ID# 21AD
There appear to be discrepancies between some vehicles leaving and entering adjacent intersections on
Figure 5.7-23. Additionally PM trips do not appear to match trip generation shown in the traffic study trip
generation tables.
Comment ID# 21AE
Comment
Figure 2.7-24 shows some trip distribution as percentages and some as actual
trips. ID# 21AF
No trip distribution is shown to site access 5 with Phase 1 development. Please clarify if this access point
will be open with Phase 1 development.
Comment ID#
21AG
Traffic volumes along the main line of Clinton Street/Prospect
Street
are significantly different between
intersections in Figure 5.7-26.
Comment
AutoTURN analysis of the fire truck should be
expandedID#
to 21AH
include access to Cayuga Street, Turner place
and Site Access 4.

Comment ID# 21AI
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Comment ID# 21AJ
Comment ID# 21AK
Comment ID# 21AL

Comment ID# 21AM
Comment ID# 21AN

No capacity analysis has been provided for the existing roundabout at the Spencer Street/Albany
Street/Park Street intersection.
A list of the intersections reanalyzed per the addition of the 203 apartment units described on page 5108 should be provided for review.
The site plan shows significant gaps in the internal sidewalk network in the vicinity of Scout Path and the
two parking areas nearby. Please provide analysis of how pedestrian access will be accommodated.
The assumption of a 40 mph travel speed on S Aurora Street stated on Page 5-125 should be verified
with a speed count.
Please provide documentation of conversations with TCAT regarding plans for transit accommodation on
and near the site.
Eric Hathaway
Transportation Engineer
City of Ithaca
607-274-6530

Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone
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1

MR. BLALOCK:

Welcome, everybody, to

2

the public hearing of the Draft

3

Environmental Impact Statement for the

4

Chain Works District.

5

chair of the planning board and I believe

6

we have a quorum of the board here.

7

can have the board members introduce

8

themselves.

9
10

MR. LEWIS:

I'm here as the

If we

Rob Lewis, member of the

planning board.

11

MR. DARLING:

Mark Darling, member of

12

the planning board, liaison with public

13

works.

14
15
16
17
18
19

MS. JONES-ROUNDS:

MaKenzie

Jones-Rounds, member of the planning board.
MR. SCHROEDER:

John Schroeder member

of the planning board.
MR. BLALOCK:

What would the members

of the planning board like to do?

20

MR. DARLING:

21

open the public hearing.

22

MR. BLALOCK:

23

MS. JONES-ROUNDS:

24

MR. BLALOCK:

I would like to move to

Is there a second?
Second.

All those in favor.
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3

1

(ALL IN FAVOR.)

2

MR. BLALOCK:

The public hearing is

3

now open and Adam Walters is going to

4

explain how the process is going to work.

5

MR. WALTERS:

Good afternoon,

6

everyone.

7

attorney at Phillips Lytle and I'm special

8

counsel to the City Planning and

9

Development Board for purposes of the Chain

My name is Adam Walters.

I'm an

10

Works Project DEIS.

11

land use and development and in particular

12

the State Environmental Quality Review Act.

13

My practice focuses on

SEQRA is a complex law.

Most people

14

find, if not very difficult to understand,

15

at least challenging and somewhat

16

confusing.

17

In its broadest possible terms SEQRA

18

has two basic purposes.

19

governmental agencies to document their

20

decision making and in particular to

21

identify adverse environmental impacts that

22

may result from government actions.

23

this case we're talking about specifically

24

adverse environmental impacts that will

First, it requires

In
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4

1

result from the Chain Works Redevelopment

2

Project.

3

agencies to mitigate to the maximum extent

4

practicable their adverse environmental

5

impacts associated with their projects.

6

Second, it requires governmental

This information, the adverse

7

impacts, is really all spelled out in a

8

document we like to call the Draft General

9

Environmental Impact Statement or DGEIS.

10

DGEIS contains a very detailed project

11

description, a description of different

12

alternatives to the project, a description

13

of the environmental setting, the potential

14

impacts and mitigation measures proposed

15

for the project.

16

irreversible and irretrievable commitments

17

of resources and unavoidable adverse

18

effects.

19

future environmental reviews for future

20

project related development.

21

The identification of

It also contains a discussion of

This afternoon and this evening the

22

lead agencies will hold a public hearing on

23

the DGEIS and I've be asked to act as the

24

moderator for tonight.

A notice of the
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5

1

adoption of the DGEIS and public notice for

2

the hearing was published in the Ithaca

3

Journal as well as the Environmental Notice

4

Bulletin.

5

And the purpose of tonight's hearing

6

is really to receive comments on the DGEIS.

7

I should stress that the hearing is not

8

intended to be a question and answer

9

session.

All of the comments you make

10

tonight will be recorded.

11

official transcript.

12

members are here.

13

themselves.

14

transcript of everything that is said

15

tonight on the record.

16

that very carefully after the hearing.

17

We will have an

Most of the board

They just introduced

They will have a full

And we'll review

We've kind of taken a little bit of

18

different format.

19

sponsor starts off with the presentation,

20

but we wanted to start a little earlier in

21

case there were folks who wanted to make

22

sure they got here a little early to get

23

their comments on the record.

24

presentation by the project sponsor is

Usually the project

So the
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1

going to be at 5:00, or 5:30, an hour and a

2

half from now.

3

your comments after you see the

4

presentation, that's perfectly fine.

5

can wait.

6

your comments earlier, we would welcome

7

that.

8
9

If you would like to make

You

But if you would like to make

The kind of rules of order for
tonight, pretty straightforward.

If you

10

haven't already done so, please make sure

11

you sign in on the sign-in sheet at the

12

table.

13

attendance for the hearing tonight.

14

sign-in sheet you will find registration

15

cards for speakers.

16

speak, all you need do is fill out a

17

registration card.

18

collect those.

19

will call them in the order that we receive

20

them.

21

but you don't want to get up in front of

22

anybody or speak into a microphone, simply

23

fill out the registration card.

24

comments on the back of the card and hand

That is our official record of
On the

If you would like to

We'll occasionally

Bring them up here.

We

If you would like to make a comment,

Put your
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7

1

it in.

2

comment record for tonight's hearing.

3

That will be part of the official

There is a copy of the Draft Generic

4

Environmental Impact Statement right on the

5

back table so feel free to take that.

6

light of the break we're going to do and

7

looking around I see we are probably not

8

going to have speakers straight through to

9

5:30, I'm sure we will take a break at some

In

10

point.

11

moderator to say normally we would put time

12

limits on speaking, at least at this stage

13

in the public hearing.

14

let people go for a reasonable amount of

15

time.

16

minutes.

17

questions before we get started?

18

one question.

19

I will also use my discretion as

It makes sense to

We'll say somewhere around eight
That sounds reasonable.

SPEAKER:

Any
I do have

Can you just remind people

20

if they are to speak to speak into the

21

microphone so it can be recorded and if I

22

can get you to raise your microphone.

23
24

MR. WALTERS:

You can.

Okay.

So as

we call speakers, you do not have to come
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1

up front.

2

are.

3

we will hand out a microphone.

4

you to speak directly into the microphone

5

so everybody can hear you as I am now

6

doing.

7

out cards if anybody, have any cards come

8

in yet?

We would just ask you to stand up and

9
10

You can speak from where you

We will ask

Shall we take a moment just to pass

SPEAKER:

Anybody else need a card

that wants to speak?

11

MR. WALTER:

Again you can feel free

12

to wait until after the project sponsor

13

speaks.

14

a little later.

15

scheduled to go from 5:30 to 6:30.

16

be about an hour.

17

presentation on the project.

18

got a large crowd after the project sponsor

19

speaks, we may shorten down the time

20

periods available.

21

little more to say, you might want to

22

exercise your option earlier rather than

23

later.

24

we have any cards yet.

That means you'll probably be here
The project sponsor is
It will

It's pretty detailed
If we have

So if you will have a

Just a thought.

Doesn't look like
I will not tell my
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1

SEQRA joke.

2

to speak?

3

table things for a while and pick this up

4

again in a half an hour and see if there

5

are more folks that would like to speak.

6

Wait.

7

Anybody think they would like
If not, we can certainly just

There might be a card coming in.
MS. JONES-ROUNDS:

I have a question

8

about point of order.

9

public comment period last and how else are

How long will this

10

people able to make comments?

11

point will the planning board be closing

12

the public hearing?

13

MR. WALTERS:

And at which

Those are really good

14

housekeeping questions.

15

how long and how else can you make

16

comments.

17

this is the formal public hearing, but

18

there is an open public comment period on

19

the Draft Generic Environmental Impact

20

Statement.

21

60 days from the date of acceptance of the

22

DGEIS by the lead agency.

23

submit written comments directly to the

24

board.

The question is

And this is the commencement,

That comment period goes from

And you can

Letter format is fine.

I believe
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1

we take e-mails and we encourage that.

2

Save some paper.

3

ends, Lisa, on?

4

And the comment period

For the record the public comment

5

period ends on May 10th, so please get your

6

written comments in before then.

7

you would like to listen to tonight's

8

comments, if you don't want to make a

9

comment tonight here in the presentation,

Again if

10

you can review the document at your leisure

11

and write in some comments to the board.

12

This is part of a Generic Environment

13

Impact Statement.

14

The way SEQRA works we do, the

15

project sponsor has put together a Draft

16

Generic Environmental Impact Statement that

17

the lead agency has accepted as adequate

18

for public review.

19

the 60-day comment period.

20

substantive comment received on the DGEIS

21

must be responded to.

22

written response.

23

in a document called the Final Generic

24

Environmental Impact Statement, or FGEIS.

That opens up basically
Every

There must be a

That will be contained

70

Chain Works District DGEIS - All Comments recieved as of 8-30-16

11

1

So for the record there will be a response

2

to every single comment made.

3

extent a comment triggers a modification to

4

the Draft Generic Environmental Impact

5

Statement, that too will be contained in

6

the FGEIS.

7

Any comment cards?

8

like to kick things off?

9

Everybody's shy.

To the

Anybody would
All right.

That's okay.

Do we want

10

to just table things for maybe 20 minutes

11

and see then if anybody wants to go?

12

document is here if anybody would like to

13

review it.

14

we are, we will check in again at say 5:45

15

or 4:45 and see if anybody would like to

16

make any comments for the record.

17

we will then adjourn until 5:30 when the

18

project sponsor will do their presentation

19

and I will go through the rules again.

20

again you're welcome to make comments now.

21

If nobody's interested, I don't think we

22

need a formal motion from the board.

23

simply informally table the hearing so that

24

the transcript reporter can take a break

The

I would suggest based on where

If not,

But

We'll
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1

because there's been so much so far.

2

you.

3

(RECESS TAKEN.)

4

MR. WALTERS:

Thank

It's, good afternoon

5

everyone.

6

at about 4:20 I said I'd check back in and

7

see if anybody would like to speak, make

8

any statements on the record prior to the

9

presentation by the developer at 5:30.

It is 4:48.

And when we broke

So

10

I just want to take a moment to ask anybody

11

if they would like to make a statement

12

before the presentation?

13

the room and seeing no hands, we will take

14

a break then until 5:30 and the project

15

sponsor will do their presentation.

16

you.

17

(RECESS TAKEN.)

18

MR. WALTERS:

Looking around

Thank

Good evening, everyone.

19

We are going to, many of you missed some of

20

the earlier announcements.

21

moderator for the DGEIS public hearing, I

22

will make a number of housekeeping

23

announcements once the project sponsors

24

have completed their presentation, but

I, as the
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1

without further ado I'll ask the project

2

sponsor to come up and do their

3

presentation of the project.

4

(PROJECT PRESENTATION.)

5

MR. WALTERS:

Again for the record my

6

name is Adam Walters.

7

to the lead agency, the City Planning and

8

Development Board.

9

the lead agency is holding a public hearing

I'm special counsel

As I mentioned earlier

10

tonight right now on the Draft Generic

11

Environmental Impact Statement and I've

12

been asked by the lead agency to serve as

13

the moderator.

14

A notice of the adoption of the DGEIS

15

and public notice for this hearing was

16

published in the Ithaca Journal and

17

Environmental Notice Bulletin.

18

of today's hearing is to receive public

19

comments on the DGEIS.

20

that the hearing is not intended to be a

21

question and answer session.

22

comments as Jamie mentioned will be taken

23

down tonight, they will be transcribed and

24

they will be responded to individually in

The purpose

I should stress

All of the
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1

the Final Generic Environmental Impact

2

Statement.

3

In terms of the ground rules for

4

tonight's public hearing; first, if you

5

haven't already done so we'd ask that you

6

sign in, sign the sign-in sheet so we have

7

an official record of everybody that is at

8

the hearing.

9

would ask you to fill out a speaker

If you would like to speak we

10

registration form.

11

information on there, but it helps us keep

12

track and helps the stenographer keep track

13

of who spoke.

14

There's not a lot of

I will just pull these in order.

If

15

anybody would like to speak, you do not

16

need to come up here.

17

microphone.

18

purposes of making your presentation.

19

would ask you to keep your time frame to no

20

more than ten minutes just so that

21

everybody who would like to speak has an

22

opportunity.

23

use their time to their best advantage

24

without interruption from the floor.

We will pass you a

We just ask that you stand for
We

Speakers will be allowed to
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1

If you are reading from a prepared

2

statement, please keep in mind you can

3

summarize your statement and submit the

4

full text to be entered into the record.

5

Finally, if you are not comfortable

6

making a comment tonight, you may certainly

7

do so in writing.

8

is simply to fill out the speaker

9

registration card and put your comments on

One easy way to do that

10

the back.

11

will become part of the official comment

12

record.

13

comments again through May 10th, 2016 to

14

the lead agency.

15

right there on the screen for you if you

16

would like to write that down.

17

available on the website

18

chainworksdistrict.com.

19

website and go to the planning documents,

20

you can down link to the DGEIS.

21

also enter DGEIS on the website.

22

submit comments directly through the

23

website.

24

lead agency.

We will collect these.

They

But you can also submit written

Contact information is

It is also

If you go to that

You can
You can

Those comments will come to the
So feel very comfortable
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1

doing that if you would prefer that

2

alternative.

3

Those really are the ground rules for

4

tonight.

5

card who doesn't have one?

6

happy to deliver one or two.

7

a minute.

8

and would like to speak, feel free to bring

9

it up here or pass it back to Lisa and with

10

With that, does anybody need a

We will take

If you have your card filled out

that we can call people up.

11

Okay.

12

be Bob Stundtner.

The first speaker is going to

13

MR. STUNDTNER:

14

MR. WALTERS:

Stundtner.
Stundtner.

15

apologize.

16

apologize in advance.

17

around.

18

Lisa will be

I

For my name butchering, I

MR. STUNDTNER:

Mics are coming

Comment
ID# 5A
So first I think
it's

19

really important for me as a neighbor, I

20

live at 333 Spencer Road in the City of

21

Ithaca.

22

with this project.

23

runs through the project passes through our

24

property, so things flow downhill.

I share a 410 foot property line
One of the streams that
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1

I think it's really important to say

2

I think this is a great idea to redevelop

3

this former industrial site into a mixed

4

use property.

5

One of the things I'm a little

6

troubled about is the emphasis on new

7

development outside the actual previously

8

developed area and in particular the

9

development to the south of the site that's

10

currently wild.

11

is if the emphasis of approvals is on the

12

new outside the existing footprint of the

13

buildings areas, what guarantee do we have

14

as a community that the former industrial

15

site will ever be developed?

16

What I would like to know

Comment ID# 5B

Two, I think it's kind of a problem

17

for me thinking about that sewer line that

18

runs through the southern end of the

19

property.

20

pretty substantial leak in the town portion

21

of that line.

22

substantial rainstorm sanitary products,

23

feces, urine, obviously you can see the

24

stuff in the stream flow.

Back in the '80s there was a

So whenever there was a

So it would be a
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1

wild assumption on my part to think that

2

NCR, the previous owner of the South Hill

3

Business Campus, was such a good citizen

4

that they never dumped any contaminations

5

into their property and this didn't migrate

6

anywhere beyond that, particularly when the

7

sanitary sewer leaked substantially.

8
9

I've lived on that property at 333
since 1980.

I've seen a lot of change in

10

the ecology of our two and a half acres.

11

Deer have a pretty substantial impact on

12

it.

13

city limits.

14

land in the creek bed.

15

city police come over and shoot wounded

16

deer in the yard.

17

never been this close to a deer before,

18

boom.

19

Comment ID# 5C

I've had deer shot in my yard in the
I've had deer hit by cars and
I've had to have

Like oh, my God, I've

So the notion that developing that

20

south end is going to have some impact with

21

the deer, the deer moving around.

22

Lord the deer have decimated the hillside

23

as it is, the ecology of the hillside.

24

Anything of native species in my yard, the

Good
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1

small things, shrubs, small plants, all

2

gone.

3

that is an understated impact.

Deer browse them away.

So I think
Comment ID# 5D

4

But my principle concern is that the

5

new portions would get developed and the

6

existing structures would never get

7

developed because we're talking about a

8

huge sum of money here.

9

site plan and proposal emphasizes return on

And I believe your

10

investment, which I don't have a problem

11

with, but I would like to see the emphasis

12

put on the existing structures as first

13

steps and good indication of the ultimate

14

development being responsible.

15
16
17

MR. WALTERS:

Okay.

Our next speaker

is Rich DePaolo.
MR. DEPAOLO:

Hi.

Comment
My name is
Rich ID# 6A

18

DePaolo, a resident of Town of Ithaca.

19

also on the Town of Ithaca board.

20

speaking tonight as a citizen and also as a

21

board member, but not on behalf of the Town

22

of Ithaca.

23
24

I'm

I'm

I finally got an opportunity to start
reading the EIS and supportive documents
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1

today.

2

to add up the total number of pages

3

supplied on the flash drive last Thursday.

4

There are over 80,000 pages including the

5

appendices to the Phase 1 and Phase 2

6

Environmental Site Assessment.

7

I'll say that I would hope that the

8

developer would be open to the idea of

9

requesting an extension to the comment

And I foolishly took it upon myself

So first

10

period because I don't think it's realistic

11

to expect residents and municipalities to

12

provide substantive and comprehensive

13

public comment in a 60-day timeframe when

14

we're talking about literally thousands and

15

thousands of pages of material.

16

get past chapter five today.

17

I read about 20 pages and I came away with

18

one overarching observation and concern

19

which is that the proposed, the proposed

20

remediation and mitigation is so, there's a

21

laundry list of items that are typically

22

applied in situations where sites are

23

extensively contaminated, but there are

24

virtually no specifics related to this

I did not

I will admitComment ID# 6B
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1

site.

2

of being weighted out as one that is going

3

to be addressed on a site specific basis as

4

issues come up.

5

And the entire, the future is sort

Comment ID# 6C

And I can tell you that is troubling

6

from a lay perspective and also as a

7

legislature who is being asked to provide

8

permission by zoning for the process to

9

continue.

I would like to see more

10

concrete steps.

11

on the fact that the site has been somewhat

12

delineated now and the contamination has

13

been known about for a considerable period

14

of time, I would like to see what the

15

outcome of these discussions between the

16

developer and Emerson and DEC are going to

17

be, how these things are going to take

18

shape over the next however many years it

19

takes to implement them.

20

I would like to know based

But I'm hesitant as a legislator to

21

grant what amounts to a blank check to

22

allow for a significant development to take

23

place without knowing whether or not the

24

allowance for the uses that are proposed
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1

are going to be, they are going to result

2

in uses that are happening on a severely

3

contaminated site.

Comment ID# 6D

4

So I would say that this has been an

5

issue for decades and the fact that the

6

site hasn't been properly remediated or

7

controlled up to this point does not give

8

me a lot of confidence that granting this

9

sort of carte blanche at this point in time

10

is going to result in the level of

11

remediation I would like to see on the

12

site.

13
14
15

MR. WALTERS:

Thank you very much.

Next speaker is Walter Hang.
MR. HANG:

Hi.

Comment ID# 7A

I only found out

16

about this document yesterday evening and I

17

took a really quick look essentially at

18

some of the appendices in chapter five.

19

One thing I would like to clarify is that

20

class two designation is significant threat

21

to the public health or environment action

22

required, closed quote.

23

So the problem with this site is that

24

for something on the order of 30 years it's

82

Chain Works District DGEIS - All Comments recieved as of 8-30-16

23

1

never been cleaned up.

2

vapor recovery groundwater pump treatment

3

of the fire reservoir is ineffective.

4

So the dual phase

By going through the documentation

5

the areas of the incredible high level of

6

pollution are just mind boggling.

7

cutting out the little fire reservoir isn't

8

going to accomplish anything.

9

regulatory exceedances for petroleum

10

products, corrugated solvents, heavy

11

metals.

12

boggling.

13

threat as was noted through some vapor

14

intrusion into the possible structures that

15

are proposed to the site.

Comment ID# 7B

And

It's

It's just absolutely mind
And so this obviously poses a

There's going to

16

be fugitive dust problems.

17

groundwater contamination that's never been

18

cleaned up.

19

There's massive
Comment ID# 7C

Comment
ID# 7D
So with every investigation the
areas

20

of concern, the recognized environmental

21

conditions just become more numerous.

22

before I get around to reviewing this

23

massive document that is as Mr. DePaolo

24

noted is 80,000 pages, I will offer written

So
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1

comments.

2

is that after so many decades of

3

contamination associated with this site, I

4

have no faith whatsoever that the

5

Department of Environmental Conservation is

6

going to require this site to be thoroughly

7

investigated or remediated.

8

record of decision was never implemented.

9

Revised record of decision was not

But I think that the bottom line

The original

10

implemented.

11

any remedial efforts past the dual phase

12

recovery groundwater treatment system

13

adopted circa '86 or something despite more

14

free flowing product that's not an aqueous

15

safe liquid.

16

leaking out of the site you can shake a

17

stick at.

18

Basically there hasn't been

There's more contamination

Comment ID# 7E
I urge all city and town officials

19

not to approve any rezoning or any project

20

approvals whatsoever until there is an

21

absolutely comprehensive, viable,

22

meaningful cleanup plan that is negotiated

23

openly and transparently so that the public

24

can have confidence that this incredible
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1

wide range of toxic hazards is going to be

2

resolved once and for all.

3

continue to ignore these hazards year after

4

year while the responsible party does

5

everything they can to try to reduce its

6

obligation to monitor the contamination, to

7

deal with the contamination problems that

8

are already known about.

9

not a good way to go.

10

They just

I think it's just

And again I think the key thing is

11

everyone wants jobs.

12

income housing, a good place to live,

13

commerce.

14

speaking, but the bottom line is this class

15

two site, it's polluted, massively polluted

16

and hasn't been cleaned up.

17

first priority.

18

engineering, institutional controls, caps

19

and all that leaving the contamination in

20

place is acceptable.

21

Everyone wants low

I'm all for that generally

That's the

And I don't think that

I think the bottom line is, and I've

22

advocated this from the very beginning, the

23

high level sources of contaminate has to

24

get dug out.

It's source removal and got
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1

to go and then ultimately I think this site

2

perhaps could be remediated to the point

3

where it doesn't pose a threat to the

4

people living around it.

5

had sub pressurization systems installed,

6

but it's not all clear that they are

7

actually that effective because of the

8

reason that the aerated zone to allow

9

vaporization with the depressurization

Many homes have

10

system since many of the homes are built on

11

bedrock.

12

So I think that this has not been a

13

good situation since I identified the

14

problems at the site maybe 12 years ago

15

when your risk rider said there was no

16

clear declining trend in the groundwater

17

contamination.

18

Trexler was like 28,000.

19

standard is five parts per million.

20

this is just a continuing problem.

21

I think at that time the
The potable
So

And it's just I think irresponsible

22

that it hasn't been resolved and I don't

23

think that these concerns should be ignored

24

any longer.

And again I would reiterate
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1

this project should not receive any of the

2

requested approvals in any way, shape or

3

form until the site is actually remediated

4

on a comprehensive basis in full compliance

5

with all applicable requirements; and I'll

6

put that in writing.

Thank you.

7

MR. WALTERS:

8

speaker is Cynthia Brock.

9

MS. BROCK:

Thank you.

Next
Comment ID# 8A

Wow, kind of hard to go

10

after Walter.

11

I'm Cynthia Brock.

12

city and I also serve on the city council.

13

And I like many of us have been watching

14

this project over time before Chain Works

15

came forward and even the possibilities.

16

I've been looking at this,
I'm a resident of the

And like many of us here I see this

17

as an opportunity to try to achieve the

18

types of clean ups that so far we have had

19

no leverage to facilitate.

20

because of that.

21

hands we didn't have before and that's a

22

good thing.

23
24

So I'm excited

We have a tool in our

If we all want to see more housing,
safe housing we want to see a vibrant
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1

community and we want to see every aspect

2

of the city being fully utilized and

3

contributing to the city.

4

that from this perspective.

So I come at
Comment ID# 8B

5

When I first started thinking about

6

looking at the DGEIS, I wanted to look at

7

the little tiny details that we typically

8

look at when we talk about planning.

9

think about population and traffic and

We

10

zoning and so forth.

11

believe that the DGEIS does not go far

12

enough in analyzing the population impacts

13

for the residents there.

14

analysis of two people per dwelling unit.

15

But it does no -- it does provide no

16

breakdown at all in terms of what the age

17

of that population might be.

18

don't know the age of that population,

19

therefore it doesn't project what kind of

20

impact on the community it might have.

21

In terms of that I do

It uses an

And if you

Rutgers University put out a report

Comment ID# 8C

22

based on New York census data that says in

23

housing complexes of more than five units

24

for rent, a two bedroom generally houses
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1

2.5 people and then it breaks down the

2

distribution, how many are preschool age,

3

how many are primary school age, how many

4

18 to 25, 25 to 45 and so on so you can

5

come up with an idea of what your community

6

will be and their needs.

7

the projected 1,830 bedrooms.

8

population of 18,030 -- actually no, I

9

guess you would put one, instead of a

Based on that and
Instead of a

10

population of 18,030, it would create a

11

population of 2,300 individuals just about

12

of which about 460 would be in primary

13

school, 230 would be 18 to 24, 970 25 to

14

44, 311 between 45 and 64.

15

of 65 to 74.

16

older.

17

about recreational resources.

18

talks about SW1 as being an open green

19

space, but makes no mention of recreational

20

resources that would support 480 primary

21

school individuals that would be living on

22

the site or 230, 18 to 24 year olds.

23

kind of playground, green space, soccer

24

fields.

72 in the ages

And 109 individuals age 75 or

That helps us inform when we think
The DGEIS Comment ID# 8D

What

A population of 2,030 individuals
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1

is probably the entire population of the

2

flats of which we have several parks,

3

several playgrounds and several community

4

areas and supports and we have replicated

5

that here and the DGEIS has not described

6

how it would mitigate the need for

7

recreational space for the population it

8

will have.

9

Comment ID# 8E

The DGEIS also does not include King

10

Street and Stone Quarry in terms of its

11

parking, traffic impacts and for the volume

12

of individuals who are coming down from out

13

of town, I do believe that it will impact

14

those individuals who will just bypass

15

Aurora and go down Stone Quarry to get into

16

town and that should be included in the

17

traffic analysis.

I requested it in the

18

scoping document.

I was told that it would

19

be included in the scope so I was surprised

20

that it indeed was not included.

21

So once you get away from the Comment
sort ofID# 8AL

22

nitty gritty, fun things we like to think

23

about when we envision the future and as I

24

started delving into what some people have

90

Chain Works District DGEIS - All Comments recieved as of 8-30-16

31

1

said not only 80,000, over a 100,000 pages

2

of this document I am reminded that first

3

and foremost, even though we like to look

4

at the pictures and envision all of this,

5

first and foremost we are dealing with a

6

class two superfund hazardous waste

7

setting.

8

me think, when I'm thinking about traffic

9

and playground feels like I'm putting the

And that in and of itself makes

10

cart before the horse because in my

11

understanding the sources of the

12

contamination that they are drawing out of

13

the fire water reservoir has never clearly

14

been identified.

15

that source is coming from.

16

that when they go through that pump and

17

treat system year after year after year

18

after year, the level of contamination that

19

they are pulling out is not going down.

20

It's staying pretty much the same.

21

there is a tremendous source of

22

contamination likely under those buildings

23

that will continue to be a concern.

24

They don't know where
They do know

So

And I do know that when we talk about

Comment ID# 8AM
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1

systems and homes, whether or not we're

2

talking about heating systems or air

3

conditioning, water, sewer and so on, they

4

don't work all the time.

5

tremendous amount of faith in mitigation

6

systems.

7

danger underground, I don't have the

8

reliance or the confidence that leaving it

9

there and putting in a soil vapor intrusion

And we put a

And when we know that there is an

10

system or other system or capping it is

11

actually going to ensure an environment

12

that is going to be protected and safe for

13

the residents who will live there, many of

14

which as I've indicated will be primary

15

school and our youth.
Comment ID# 8AN

16

So it brings me back to what Rich has

17

said.

18

will be, the comprehensive cleanup plan of

19

the area will be, it is very hard from a

20

zoning standpoint, from a planning

21

standpoint, from a legislator who

22

ultimately will represent a significant

23

portion of these residents, it's hard to

24

put forward a plan that says we want

Until we know what the cleanup plan
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1
2

residential housing here.

And I feel Comment
stuck ID# 8AO
in this chicken and egg scenario.

3

The underlying fact is is that like

4

others have mentioned I have not seen the

5

DEC compel clean up of the area.

6

don't have faith that even though we are

7

given the opportunity when the record of

8

decisions come forward to comment on that.

9

I don't have faith that the DEC will compel

And I

10

remediation of the area so that we can be

11

insured that for generations and the future

12

of our children will be safe.

13

Comment ID# 8F

And so I'm stuck because I know we

14

have 60 days.

15

There's a lot to analyze.

16

do want to talk about, but I'm not quite

17

sure where to go from there.

18

Rich's request to extend that 60-day

19

comment period.

20

regular planning, traffic, population, all

21

of these other impacts, environmental

22

impacts as it was mentioned here earlier

23

today there were at least, if I can tell,

24

15 new areas of concern that are delineated

There's a lot to look at.
There is a lot I

I will echo

Not only in looking at the
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1

and outlined in the DGEIS which will, which

2

will need and can benefit from a closer

3

look and we will need additional time just

4

to look at those things.

5

have worked for a regular development, but

6

this is a whole different kettle of fish

7

and it deserves a longer period of comment

8

and input.

9

MR. WALTERS:

60 days might

Thank you.

Our next

10

speaker is George McGonigal.

11

has cards to pass up, now would be the

12

time.

Anybody else

This is my last card.
Comment ID# 9A

13

MR. MCGONIGAL:

Thank you.

Like

14

Cynthia, I represent the first ward in the

15

City of Ithaca which includes South Hill.

16

And I won't repeat what has already been

17

said, but I will say I agree with extending

18

the comment period past 60 days.

19

agree that this place has to be cleaned up

20

before it can be redeveloped.

21

And I

Comment ID #9B

I've been extremely excited about

22

this project and reusing these buildings

23

and opening up this part of the city and

24

the town is full of possibilities.

These
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1

particular drawings, when it comes to the

2

part of the city that I represent, I have

3

to say I'm shocked at how dense and tall

4

these apartment buildings are.

5

neighborhood of single family homes and

6

you're proposing putting six story

7

apartment buildings in people's backyards.

8

I think that is out of line and I think

9

they will too.

10

This is a

Thank you.

MR. WALTERS:

All right.

Would

11

anybody else like to make any comments for

12

the public record on the Draft Generic

13

Environmental Impact Statement?

14

please.

15

Yes,

Can you just fill out a card?

MR. DESCHERE:

Comment ID# 10A

I did fill out a card.

16

My name is Ken Deschere.

17

the houses that were shown on your map in

18

South Hill Terrace for the last 35 years.

19

Raised a family there.

20

late '70s in the Morse Chain building 21.

21

I'm familiar with the area and some of the

22

problems that are faced by anyone trying to

23

clean up effectively the remediation.

24

I lived in one of

I worked in the

And I just want, my biggest thing to
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1

say is thank you to Mr. Lubin and his staff

2

and the people he is willing to spend money

3

on to develop the project.

4

environmental investigations and developed

5

the website looking at all the pollution

6

and took courses at Cornell and answered

7

all kinds of questions trying to better

8

understand all the pollution and the things

9

left behind by a century of industrial

I worked with

10

operations.

11

more we found, the uglier it was and also

12

the clearer it was that the DEC and

13

Department of Health don't have the time,

14

resources and even inclination to try to

15

really work on solving these problems.

16

What it takes is an investment in time and

17

effort and expertise to try to bring some

18

meaningful project that hopefully will pay

19

good economic rewards to all of us to bring

20

that to fruition.

21

And the more we looked, the

Just looking at the 80,000 documents

22

and the list of acronyms that extends for

23

six pages, it's pretty easy to see this is

24

complicating material and a lot of details
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1

and a lot of bases that have to be touched

2

and I'm very grateful that someone, an

3

organization is willing to do that to try

4

to improve what's a very big part of the

5

city and has been for a very long time.

6

MR. WALTERS:

Thank you.

Okay.

Did

7

anybody else fill out a card that might not

8

have made its way forward.

9

a final call.

Okay.

We'll do

Would anybody else like to

10

speak tonight and comment on the Draft

11

Generic Environmental Impact Statement?

12

Okay.

13

With that this hearing will remain

14

open.

15

planning board meeting and at that point

16

the board will decide whether to close the

17

hearing.

18

and attention tonight and for your comments

19

and everyone drive home safe.

It will be continued to the next

But we thank you for your time

20
21

*

*

22
23
24
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1
2

C E R T I F I C A T I O N

3
4

I hereby certify that the proceedings and

5

evidence are contained fully and accurately in the

6

notes taken by me on the above cause and that this

7

is a correct transcript of the same to the best of

8

my ability.

9
10
11
12

___________________________________
DELORES HAUBER

13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
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CW2 would focus on forming residential program clusters at the southeastern access points at Driveway
IV and V into the Site (Figure 2.1-4). New development in this Sub Area would strengthen the qualities
and benefits associated with compact, dense urban environments while providing the CWD with a greater
presence along the Site’s Danby Road / State Route 96B edge in the Town. New structures at locations
designated within CW2 would emphasize Site entries and approaches into the CWD. Parking is anticipated
to consist of surface, on street, and limited enclosed areas. The total gross square footage footprint of
residential development in CW2 will be +/- 177,000 gsf. As discussed in more detail below, 639,475 gsf in
the CW2 are designated residential for purposes of analyzing potential environmental impacts in this
DGEIS. Figure 2.7-3 is a section through this part of the Site and illustrates the topographic and
programmatic relationships.

Figure 2.7-3: Sections through CW2 and CW3 Sub Areas (CJS) *

Revised DGEIS Section 5.10 Figures
08-23-2016

Figure 5.10-2c: Proposed View from Meadow Street / Wegman’s Parking Lot (CJS)

Revised DGEIS Section 5.10 Figures
08-23-2016

Figure 5.10-7c: Proposed View from South Cayuga Street (CJS)

Revised DGEIS Section 5.10 Figures
08-23-2016

Figure 5.10-10c: Proposed View from South Aurora Street (CJS)

Revised DGEIS Section 5.10 Figures
08-23-2016

Figure 5.10-11c: Proposed View Across Lake (CJS)

323 North Tioga St.
Res i dential

I Offi ce

I Ithaca, NY 14850 I tel 607 . 273.1654 I
I Retail I Storage I Industrial

fax 607.273.5382

I

www .travishyde .com

August 23, 2016

Dear Lisa,
Thank you for meeting me on site at the Carey Building to verify existing conditions relative to the site plan.
Following is a summary of the outstanding conditions from the August 26, 2014 planning board site plan
approval and the suggested resolution of those conditions.

i.

Submission for approval by the Planning Board of revised elevations showing further refinement of
the lower level of the west elevation, and showing more emphasis of the horizontal elements on
the cantilevered portion of the front fa~ade of the addition (per the depiction in the August 26,
2014 set of four revised perspectives):

Response:
In terms of "elevations showing further refinement of the lower level of the west elevation", I believe this
refers to an early render of the west fa~ade that suggested a mural. Our tenant, rev, learned of a matching
grant from the Community Arts Partnership and earmarked $5,000 for the purposes of creating a mural.
Rev then released an informal RFP last summer for a mural on the west wall with a submission deadline of
October 14th, 2015. Carey Building Associates made an in-kind donation of preparing the surface of the wall
by removing the old masonry stucco and re-applying new material so that it would be "mural-ready". This
work was outside of the scope of the construction project, but we decided to incur the additional $6,000
expense and directed our general contractor to perform the work for the purpose of creating a surface
ready to accept a mural later in the life of construction project when the scaffolding was removed.
Unfortunately, the rev staffer who was in charge of grant writing was directed to pursue larger grants that
were more related to rev's mission, and the grant application for the mural project was shelved.
Such a mural would be the only refinement of the lower west fa~ade that would be allowable, as the west
side of the Carey building is directly on the property lot line. In fact at the NW corner of the west far;:ade,
the original two story building encroaches on Joe Daley's property by 1.5". Therefore there was no
opportunity for articulating or detailing the original two story fa~ade. We did try to relieve the west fa~ade
with the glass blocks in the upper floors, and we did re-parge and paint the masonry stucco at the first and
second floors in order to provide a blank canvas for Rev's artistic efforts, but the mural at that location was
their initiative. Also, in theory, Joe Daley could build a building that would abut our west wall, which would
therefore obviate the utility of any articulation.
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Forecast Wall
light
FL000/80/30

Express your contemporary style with
light. The Philips Rox LED wall light
features a clean, minimalist design and
casts a warm, bright light along walls
indoors and out. Enjoy the ambience of
comfortable light and the energy savings
of LED See all beneﬁts ›
Suggested retail price:

$306.00
Buy from Retailers

http://www.usa.philips.com/cp/FL0008030/forecastmygardenwalllight/overview
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Rox LED indoor/outdoor wall light
Accent your walls with this sleek, modern light




LED
Rox
matt chrome

Dimmable
This ﬁxture is compatible with a low-voltage electronic dimmer.

Enjoy warm white light
Enhance your home with warm white light. Philips LED lights provide soft, comfortable light with
a color temperature similar to the familiar light of an incandescent. Enjoy a cozy ambience and
energy eﬃciency with Philips LED lights.

Exceptionally long operating life
This lamp features Philips LED lights, which oﬀer an average estimated life of 20 years.* With
Philips LED light, you can enjoy the ambience of warm, comfortable light without the worry of
frequent maintenance or bulb replacement.

Saves up to 80% energy
This Philips light uses energy eﬃcient LEDs and oﬀers signiﬁcant savings on electricity bills when
compared to incandescent light sources.

Decorative light
Include wall lights in your lighting plan and enjoy accents of light that can soften shadows,
highlight décor, or create intimate ambiances.
See all Speciﬁcations

http://www.usa.philips.com/cp/FL0008030/forecastmygardenwalllight/overview
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*

20 years means rated average life based on engineering testing and probability analysis where the lamp is used
on average 3 hours/day, 7 days

Subscribe to our newsletter
I would like to receive promotional communications – based on my preferences and
behavior – about Philips products, services, events and promotions. I can easily unsubscribe at
any time! What does this mean?
First name
E-mail address
Subscribe
Philips values and respects your privacy. Please read the Privacy Notice for more information

© Koninklijke Philips N.V., 2004 - 2016. All rights reserved.

http://www.usa.philips.com/cp/FL0008030/forecastmygardenwalllight/overview
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Project:

Wall mount

Location:
Cat.No:
Type:

LytePro LED Sconce

Quantity:
Notes:

LPW32
The Philips Stonco LytePro LED Small Wall Sconce LPW32 features outstanding
value in a compact, architectural design. This wall sconce features state-ofthe-art, long-life and maintenance savings, in a combined discreet LED package
with high precision over-optic design. This powerful and precise combination
offers outstanding energy savings with excellent photometric performance.
LPW32 is ideal for building perimeters and corridors in addition to wall lighting
applications requiring strong lateral spacing and forward pattern projection.

Stocked luminaires – Ordering guide1
Catalog Number

Description

UPC Code

LPW32-78DGY

LPW32, 71W, 700mA, 4000K, 120-277V, Dark gray textured paint

786034960564

LPW32-78WH

LPW32, 71W, 700mA, 4000K, 120-277V, White textured Paint

786034960571

LPW32-78BZ

LPW32, 71W, 700mA, 4000K, 120-277V, Bronze textured paint

786034960588

LPW32-71BZPCB

LPW32, 71W, 700mA, 4000K, 120V, Bronze textured paint, w/button photocell

786034960595

LPW32-7DTBZMR

LPW32, 71W, 700mA, 4000K, 120 or 277V, Bronze textured paint, w/motion response

786034960601

Stocked accessories - Ordering guide (Must be ordered separately)
Catalog Number

Description

UPC Code

LPWCVRPLT-BZ

LPW Universal wall cover mounting plate, Bronze textured paint

786034960618

Description of catalog codes
Family

Drive current

Voltage

Finish

Options

LPW32 = LytePro 32 LED Small
Wall Sconce

7 = 700mA drive current

8 = 120-277V
1 = 120V
DT = Dual Tap, 120V or 277V

BZ = Bronze textured paint
DGY = Dark gray textured paint
WH = White textured paint

PCB = Button photocontrol
MR = Motion response

1. Color availability and options vary by model; consult stock luminaires ordering guide above.
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for FSP-211 PIR Occupancy Sensor

LPW32 LytePro
LED Small Wall Sconce
SPECIFICATIONS
Operating Temperature. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . -40° to 167°F (-40° to 75°C)

FSP-Lx Lens Modules

IP Rating when mounted to outdoor rated fixture. . . . IP-66

Features

9.24”

Fixture Dimensions3

AVAILABLE MODELS

for FSP-211 PIR Occupancy Sensor

LPW32 wall sconce delivers 6,913 lumens at 71W, with an efficacy of 98
FSP-L2, FSP-L3, FSP-L4, FSP-L7
lumens per watt.

COVERAGE GUIDE

9.24” 4.63”

•

COVERAGE GUIDE

FSP-Lx Lens Modules
DESCRIPTION AND OPERATION
FSP-Lx Lens Modules
SPECIFICATIONS

2
LP32W-7, 71W LED may effectively
replace
150-250W HID
PIRtoOccupancy
Operating
Temperature.
. . luminaires
. . . . . . . .for
. . . .FSP-211
. . . . . . . . . -40°
167°F (-40° toSensor
75°C)

•

COVERAGE GUIDE
COVERAGE
GUIDE

FSP-Lx Lens Modules

5.49”

9.24”
4000K neutral white at 70 CRIIP(minimum)
is standard
Rating when
mounted to outdoor rated fixture.
. . . IP-66
FSP-211
PIRa Lens.
Occupancy
Sensor
The FSP-211 occupancy sensor is modular, consisting of two parts, a for
Sensor
Module and
The Sensor
Module is selected according
FICATIONS
9.24”
• LPW32 offers three in-stock
colors
on
standard
units
12.00” based on the coverage desired for
to the type of power available in the installation and desired operational features. The Lens is selected
theinsensor
application.
g Temperature. . . .• . .Button
. . . . . .photocell
. . . . . . . .available
. . . . -40°
to
167°F
(-40°
to
75°C)
120V, bronze luminaires
only
AVAILABLE
MODELS
SPECIFICATIONS
modulesFSP-L3,
are IP-66
rated FSP-L7
when combined with an FSP-211 sensor mounted to an outdoor rated fixture.
FSP-L2,
FSP-L4,
g when mounted to •outdoor
rated
fixture.
. . . Lens
IP-66
Motion
sensor
available
in
bronze
luminaires
only,
operates
120V(-40° to 75°C)
Operating Temperature. Sensors
. . . . . . . must
. . . . .directly
. . . . . . .“see”
. . . . -40°
toon
167°F
5.49”to sensor placement. Avoid
motion
an occupant to4.63”
detect them, so careful consideration must be given
or 277V input only. After 10 minutes,
dims down
to
25%
of fulloflight
5.49”
4.63”
4.92”
placing
the sensor
where.shelving
or other obstructions may block the sensor’s line of sight.
IPoutput
Ratingifwhen
mounted
to
outdoor
rated
fixture.
.
.
IP-66
no occupancy is detected
DESCRIPTION
AND
ABLE MODELS
9.24” This document describes the coverage
FSP-L2,
FSP-L3, FSP-L4
and OPERATION
FSP-L7 have multi-cell, multi-tier 9.24”
Fresnel
lenses with a 360° view.
12.00”
12.00”
FSP-L3, FSP-L4, FSP-L7
• 5-year limited warranty,patterns
see philips.com/warranties
forlens.
specific
availableoccupancy
with each
Coverages
shown
in theWith
diagrams
are
measured
in Lens.
linear
feet.Sensor
They represent
for
The FSP-211
sensor
is modular,
consisting
of (MR)
twoMotion
parts,
amaximum,
Sensor Module
and
The
Module iscoverage
selected according
Response
Witha(PCB)
Photocell
details
AVAILABLE
MODELS
full-step
with no barriers
or obstacles.
to thewalking
type ofmotion,
power available
in the installation
and desired operational features. The Lens is selected based on the coverage desired for
FSP-L2, FSP-L3, FSP-L4, FSP-L7
the sensor
application.
Passive
Infrared
Sensing in Warehouses
Performance/Specifications
Accessory Dimensions (ordered separately)
IPTION AND OPERATION
Lens
modules
areambient
IP-66 rated
when combined
withthat
an FSP-211
sensor
mounted
to and
an outdoor
rated
fixture.
Warehouses can have
temperature
variations
may affect
sensor
detection
coverage
areas.
High temperatures at the
211 occupancy sensorDistribution
is modular, consisting of two
parts,
a
Sensor
Module
and
a
Lens.
The
Sensor
Module
isthem,
selected
according
LPWCVRPLT-BZ
LPW
Universal
wall
cover
mounting
plate,
Sensors
directly
“see”
motion
an occupant
so
careful
consideration
must if
bethe
given
to0.08"
sensor
placement.
Avoid
Type
3
covered
area must
(above
89-92°F)
reduce
theof
detection
zone to
of detect
the sensor.
Consider
adding
more
sensors
ambient
temperatures
are
DESCRIPTION
AND
OPERATION
pe of power available in the installation and desired
operational
features.
The
Lens
is
selected
based
on
the
coverage
desired
for
placing
thehigh.
sensor
where shelving
or other
may
thetextured
sensor’s
line of
sight.
aluminum,
bronze
paint
(used
cover larger
expected
to be
Additionally,
high floor
levelobstructions
temperature
mayblock
require
larger
movement
fortodetection.
In pre-existing
some cases, sensors mounted
Initial
Lumens
6,913
or application.
The
FSP-211
occupancy sensor
is
modular,
consisting
of
two
parts,
a
Sensor
Module
and
a
Lens.
The
Sensor
Module
is
selected
according
above
40’ mayFSP-L3,
only detect
large
heat
signatures
such as forklift
trucks.
opening
or surfaces,
installed).
Offers
same
J-Box
pattern describes
as
FSP-L2,
FSP-L4
and
FSP-L7
have multi-cell,
multi-tier
Fresnel field
lenses
with a 360°
view.
This
document
the coverage
Wattage
71mounted
toAverage
the type
of power
available
in the30
installation
and desired
operational
features. luminaire
The Lensor
is may
selected
based
on using
the coverage
desired for
dules are IP-66 rated
when
combined
with
an FSP-211
sensor
an outdoor
rated fixture.
lagged
to wall
(4) knockouts.
patterns
available
with to
each
lens. Coverages
shown in the diagrams
are
maximum,
measured
in linear feet. They represent coverage for
Lumens/Watt
98
sensor
application.
must directly “see” the
motion
of an
occupant to detect
them, walking
so careful
consideration
must beor
given
to sensor placement. Avoid
full-step
motion,
with noInstructions
barriers
obstacles.
See the
Sensor Module
Installation
for
a complete description of the assembled unit installation, wiring, and safety
BUGmodules
Rating*
Lens
IP-66 rated
when
combined
with an
he sensor where shelving
or
other are
obstructions
may
block
theB1/U0/G1
sensor’s
lineFSP-211
of sight.sensor mounted to an outdoor rated fixture.Universal J-Box mounting hole pattern
information.
Passive
Infrared
Sensing
~11 lbs
(5Kg) in Warehouses
Luminaire Weight
20
directly “see”
motion Fresnel
of an occupant
to detect
them,
careful
consideration
must
given to sensor placement. Avoid
FSP-L3, FSP-L4 andSensors
FSP-L7 must
have multi-cell,
multi-tier
lenses with
a 360°
view.soThis
document
describes
the be
coverage
can
have ambient
variations
may affect
sensorfordetection and coverage areas. High temperatures at the
the sensor
where
or other
obstructions
maytemperature
blockinthe
sensor’s
linethat
of
sight.
available with each placing
lens. Coverages
shown
in shelving
theWarehouses
diagrams
are
maximum,
measured
linear
feet. They
represent
coverage
covered area (above 89-92°F) reduce the detection zone of the sensor. Consider adding more sensors if the ambient temperatures are
walking motion, with
no barriers
or obstacles.
FSP-L2,
FSP-L3,
FSP-L4 and FSP-L7
lensesTop
with
a 360° view. This document
describes the coverage
10 have multi-cell, multi-tier FresnelCoverage
2.33”
2.33” movement
View
View
expected
for detection. In someCoverage
cases,Top
sensors
mounted
59.2mm to be high. Additionally, high floor level temperature may require larger
59.2mm
patterns
available
with
each
lens.
Coverages shown in the diagrams are maximum, measured in linear feet.
They represent coverage for
nfrared Sensing inRatings/Approbations/Certifications
Warehouses
above 40’ may only detect large heat signatures such as forklift trucks.
full-step walking motion, with no barriers or obstacles.
30sensor detection 30and coverage areas. High10.0”
ses can have ambient temperature variations that may 0affect
temperatures
at the
44 ft
20
Sensing
IngressInfrared
Protection
IP65
Optical
20
area (above 89-92°F)Passive
reduce
the
detection
zoneinofWarehouses
thethe
sensor.
Consider
more sensors
if thefor
ambient
temperatures
are of the assembled unit installation, wiring, and safety
See
Sensor
Moduleadding
Installation
Instructions
a complete
description
8.5”
to be high. Additionally,
floor
level
temperature
may require
larger movement
for detection.
In some cases,
sensorsareas.
mounted
10
DLChigh
Listed
DLCvariations
QPL
Warehouses
can
have
ambient
temperature
that10may affect
sensor detection
and coverage
High temperatures at the
information.
20
’ may only detect large
heat area
signatures
as forklift
trucks.
10
cETLus
Certified for
useofin0the
wetsensor.
locations
covered
(abovesuch
89-92°F)
reduce
the detection
zone
Consider adding
more sensors if the ambient temperatures are
44 ft
40 ft
0
30
expected
to be high.
Additionally, high floor
level(-40°F)
temperature
may require larger movement for detection. In some cases, sensors mounted
Rated Ambient
Temperature
-40°C
to 40°C (104°F)
10
1.5”
above
40’
may
only
detect
large
heat
signatures
such
as
forklift
trucks.
10
10
2.33”
Sensor Module Installation Instructions for a complete description
of the assembled unit installation, wiring, and safety
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See the Sensor Module Installation
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The FSP-L3 has a high density lens that covers a 40’ diameter area
0.2
20 a height of 20’.
at
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9
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6
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0

2

• Gridline spacing is in units of chosen mounting height

3

9

9 12 15 18 20
MULTIPLIER
1.56
1.0
0.67
L2 lens provides a 48’ diameter coverage area when
The FSP-L3 has a high density lens that covers a 40’ diameter area
1
FSP-L3: 360° Coverage
at a height of 8’. FSP-L2: 360° Coverage
at a height of 20’.
• Isolines shown at 2.0, 1.0, 0.5, & 0.2 FC.
The FSP-L2 lens provides a 48’ diameter coverage area when
The FSP-L3 has a high density lens that covers a 40’ diameter area
• Choose mounting height. Use MULTIPLIER (X) EXISTING
mounted at a height of 8’.
at a height of 20’.
FC VALUE = NEW FC VALUE.

• FC values are based on initial lumen output.

0

FSP-L3: 360° Coverage

10

The FSP-L2 lens provides a 48’ diameter coverage area when
LPW32 15' MOUNTING HEIGHT
20
mounted at a height of 8’.
20 18 15 12 9
6
3
0
3
615
MOUNTING HEIGHT
12'
15'
18'

20

3
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LPW32 LytePro LED Small Wall Sconce
General Description

IP Rating

Motion Response (MR)

The Philips Stonco LytePro LED Medium
Wall Sconce LPW32 combines excellent
performance, design and value to meet the
needs of the energy and budget conscious.
The LPW32 is available for use in downward
facing, surface wall mount applications, over
recessed j-boxes or where power can be
directly fed through back surface, whereby
connections splices can be made inside the
luminaire housing. Five SKU's are available as
in-stock configurations (2-day quick ship).

Optical compartment is IP65 rated.

LPW32 luminaires with option "MR" include
a passive infrared (PIR) motion sensor
(WattStopper® FSP-211 equipped with an FSL3W lens) capable of detecting motion within
15 feet of the sensor around the luminaire,
when placed at an 15 foot mounting height.
Available in 120V or 277V input only. Motion
sensor off state power is 0.0 watts. When no
motion is detected for 10 minutes, the Motion
Response system reduces the wattage by
75%, to 25% of the normal constant wattage
reducing the light level accordingly. When
motion is detected by the PIR sensor, the
luminaire returns to full power and full light
output. Dimming on low is factory set to 75%
with 10 minute default in "full power" prior to
dimming back to 25%. Reprogramming of the
sensor is possible through the Wattstopper
FS1R-100 remote handheld programming tool
(sold separately). More information on the
FS1R-100 is available at www.wattstopper.com
or contact Philips Technical Support.

LED Board and Array
Provides up to 98 lm/W in LPW32 at the
system level. Standard color temp is 4000K
+/- 250K, minimum 70 CRI.

Electrical
Driver efficiency (>90% standard). 120-277V.
Temp range: -40°C (-40°F) to 40°C (104°F).
Open/short circuit protection. Inherent surge
protection up to (4KVA). RoHS compliant.

Three standard units are available in three
different finishes. A button photocell is
available in 120V in bronze finish only. Motion
response with occupancy sensor is available
in bronze finish only and is California Title 24
compliant.

Listings
Product is cETLus listed suitable for Wet
Locations. Suitable for use in ambients from
-40°C to 40°C (-40°F to 104°F). DesignLights
Consortium® qualified. Stocked SKUs of the
LPW family are made in China.

Housing
Die-cast housing houses both the LED and
driver assemblies. Design incorporates an
integrated heat sink to maximize thermal
performance and reliability. Backplate is
corrosion free, composite polycarbonate,
with built-in level bubble, offers integral
interlocking hook and mount design for easy
installation.

Finish

Warranty

Each luminaire receives a fade and abrasion
resistant, electrostatically applied, thermally
cured, triglycidal isocyanurate (TGIC) textured
polyester powdercoat finish. Two standard
colors are available: Dark Grey, Bronze and
White. Specific options are only available in
bronze.

Mounting

LPW32 luminaires, the LED arrays, and the
drivers are all covered by a 5-year limited
warranty. See philips.com/warranties for
details.

Easy interlocking hook and mount housing/
backplate design for easy installation. Mounts
over 3.5", 4" octagonal j-boxes and single
gang switch boxes or can be directly lagged
to surface. Ensure proper steps for gasket/
sealing luminaire to surface.

LED Performance:
PREDICTED LUMEN DEPRECIATION DATA4,6
Ambient Temp. °C

Calculated L70 hrs5

Reported L70 Per TM-215,6

Calculated Lumen Maint. %
@60,000 hrs

up to 40°C

>200,000 hrs

>60,000 hrs

94.0%

4. Calculated performance derived from LED manufacturer’s data and engineering design estimates, based on IESNA LM-80 methodology. Actual experience may vary
due to field application conditions.
5. L70 is the predicted time when LED performance depreciates to 70% of initial lumen output.
6. Reported per IESNA TM21-11. Published L70 hours limited to 6 times actual LED test hours.
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